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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to generate information to clarify the

actual functioning of program specialists and resource specialists compared

“to intended roles as currently defined in law and other policy documents.

- Multiple types of data were collected to address the questions of the

study. Specifically, questionnaires and interviews were utilized to measure

perceived role functioning by school personnel who work with, or have an

inteﬁrst in, special education programs; and the perceptions of program and

resource specialists actual\y filling the roles with regard to the tasks
they %erform. Data from the various sources were triangulated and con-
vergent validity assessed.

The questionnaire sample included ail program and resource specialists
and a stratified ran?o@ sample of other sdhoo] personnel from 20 Special
Educatidh Servidégﬁﬁg;ions (SESRs) fhroughgut California. Data from 97
program spécia]ists, 1006 resource specialists, and 257 other §choo1 per-

sonnel were collected and analyzed. A stratified random sample of personnel

in six Special Education Services Regions operating under the Master Plan

was drawn for the on site ethnographic phase of the study. Case study
interviews were conducted with six program specialists, 20 resource spe-
cialists and 69 other school personnel and parents in the six SESRs.

Summaries of results are presented for each respondent group.

) PROGRAM SPECIALIST - SUMMARY OF RESULTS

\"\\ .
Personal Demographics

0 Prog;am specialists are predominantly female (74%) and Anglo (89%).

0 While 36% of the program specialists frequently encounter non-English
speaking handicapped students in their work, only 13% are bilingual.
Program specialists identified 30 different languages spoken by students,
but reported only 6 languages that they themselves speak in addition to

English.
ii
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Eo]e Demographics

o Nearly half of the program specialists have no supervisory responsibility.
Of those who do supervise others, the largest percentage report respon-
sibiliky for special class teachers (29%), resource specialists (26%)
and dns¥ructional aides (20%).

o: Over half\(56%) of the program specialists serve only 1 district; 32%
serve betwken 2-10 districts. They work in many schools in these
districts, with 10 being the most frequently reported number. Twenty- -
six percent work in 11-20 schools; 10% work in more than 40 schools.,

o Program specialists travel an average of 134 miles per week; 10% travel
between .251-500 ‘wiles per week for job related activities.

o Over half (52%)‘of ﬁhe bfogram specialists work more than 40 hours/per
week on the job. :

o . Nearly half (43%) of the program specialists work on a teaching salary
schedule, with 38% on an administrative salary schedule. WNone of the ,
specialists makes less that $15,000 per year; 45% are in the $25,000- .

+30,000 salary range. Ty o “

Training and Experience “ b

o Program specialists hold a variety of regular and speciaiﬁ}décgtion
credentials including: elementary credential (37%), secon#€%;§13%),‘*éﬁﬂ .
L0, ! ;

IS

administration/supervision (33%), Pupil Personnel Services
LH (37%), CH (5%), SH (14%), PH (2%). : .

o Over a third of the program specialists (39%) hold a master'siéégree;
5% have a doctorate. o : |

o Nearly half (49%) of the specialists have éxperience as a special
education teacher, 21% have taught in regular education programs.

0 in general, program specialists feel they have received either formal
training or job related experience which provided them with the skills
they need for their job. -

Role Functioning 1

o Nearly half (43%) of the program specialists believe they have major
responsibility for the overall management of a student's case from
referral through placement and review of progress.

" o While more than half (55%) of the specialists have major responsibility ,
for coordination, consultatiom, and/or program development in the LH
area, many fewer have major responsibiljty for CH (19%), PH (10%X), and
SH (18%) programs. About half have at fleast some responsibility in
career-vocational (53%) and preschool Handicapped (44%) areas.

i1




0 A majority of program specialists repart having daily contact with
handicapped students (53%) and special class teachers (67%). About
half have daily contact with resource specialists (49%) and special edu~-
cation administrators (42%). { ‘

0 Very few specialists work with handicapped students eiiher one at a time
(1%) or in small groups (2%). ;

o Program specialists have contact with an average of 31 handicapped
students, 6 resource specialists, 7 parents, 6 DIS instructors, 5 prin-
cipals, 4 regular teachers, 6 school psychologists, and 8 special class
teachers during a typical week. o

o Over the course of the school year, program specialists spend most of
their time in placement, student review, instructional planning and
staff development activites. About half spend less than 5% of their
time on assessment, on program development, or on program review. Thirty=-
one percent spend no time in instruction; 41% spend no time in research.

o Ninety percent of program specialists engage in dq%e1oping IEPs 1-2 days
per week. : /

0 Routine activities such as completing forms, wriﬁghg reports, travel and
phone communications occur very frequently as part of program specialists’
OY’k L] .

o Over half of the program specialists feel they should be spending more
time in ongoing consultation with teachers (56%), in modifying regular
education programs for ineligible students (53%), in working with other
personnel to develop and implement innovative programs (71%?, and in
research activities (51%). !

o Program specialists view their role and responsibilities as distinctly
different from most other personnel. School psychologists and special
education administrators are the individuals with whom there is the most
perg?}v:d overlap, and with whom program specialists perceive role
conflict.

Job Satisfaction/Problems

0 A majority (54%) of the program Specia1ist$ are at least quite satisfied
with their work; only 2% are dissatisfied. :

0 Program specialists see themselves as extremely effective with special
class teachers (36%), resource specialists (31%), handicapped students
(33%), and parents (27%).

o Program specialists view the most significant barriers to carrying out
their job requirements as lack of time, lack of authority and too large
of a caseload. )

o While 27% of program specialists are satisfied with the current defini-
tion of the role and responsibilities, 44% would make changes in the
program specialist role. The most significant changes include increased
authority aqd better definition of responsibilities. . :

u iv
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o Resource sﬁecia1ists are predominantly female (80%) and Anglo (92%).

o Seventy-nine percent of resource speciali%ts have at least occasional
contact with non-English speaking or_limited-English speaking handicaEQed’
students; 14% are bilingual. Forty-éight different languages are spoken
by LEP/NEP handicapped students with 21.languages being spoken by
bilingual resource specialists. "

Rote Demog%aphics

0 M?st résource specialists (86%) have one aide. Three percent have no
aide, | .

o The m&jority of specialists work in one district (98%) and one school
(89%), with 1% serving between 3-10 schools and 1% serving 11-20 schools.

o The ﬁajority of resource specialists are full-time; 7% are employed
half-time. Twenty-two percent indicate they spend an additional ten
hours per week on the job.

o Virtually all resource specialists (97%) are on a teaching salary
schedule. Forty-three percent earn $20,000-24,999 per year and 35% are in
the $15,000-19,999 bracket. Twelve percent make $25,000-30,000 per year
and only 1% have a salary under $10,000 per year.

0 Md%y resource specialists have non-instructional duties, such as, play-
ground supervision (41%), bus/lunch supervision (20%) and building
committee assignments (42%).

Trafning and Experience

o Resource specialists hold a wide range of regular and special education
‘credentials including: elementary credential (78%), secondary (28%),
administration/supervision (11%), pupil personnel services (7%), reading
' specialist (7%), general special education (12%), LH (81%), SH (8%).

/| Fewer than one percent hold PH, CH or speech credentials.

d Over two-thirds of the resource specialists (69%) hold a master' degree;
1% have a doctorate.

fo Nearly all the resource specialists (95%) have experience as a special -
: educgtfon teacher. Seventy-seven percent have been regular eduycation
teachers.

0 Most resource specialists feel that their formal training and job related
experience has adequately prepared them with the skills they need for

0 Nearly threeﬁfourths (73%) of the program specialists think there should
‘ not be a special credential for program specialists.
ﬁ RESOURCE SPECIALIST - SUMMARY OF RESULTS
P - .
Personal Demographicg . . -
I their job.
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Role Functioning

0 The average resource specialists has contact with 24-28 handicapped stu-

>

Y
I
W
4
4

dents a week; has 5 or more sessions. per student, with each session
lasting 46 60 minutes. SiXty-eight percent indicate that their monthly
caseload js between 24-28. Twentygercent work with fewer than 24 stu-
dents a month and 11% work with more #pan 28 students. Eighty students
is the largest number reported to be served by resource specialists.

In addition to daily contact with students, a majority of resource spe-
cialists have daily contact with regular class teachers (81%) and prin=-
cipals (63%) and have contact 1-2 time per week with parents (62%),
psychologists (59%) and DIS instructors (49%).

Over half of the resource specialists (55%) have contact with a program
specialist during a typical week, while a third (35%) have no weekly
contact with a program specialist. The average resource specialist
interacts with 2-4 parents, 10-15 regular class teachers and 1-2 DIS
instructors per w’ek.

The majbrity‘of resource specialists say they have either full (62%) or
major (35%) responsibility for the overall management of a student's case
from referral through placement and review of progress.

Over the course of the school year, resource spe¢ialists spend most of
their time in assessment, instructional planning and “instruction. A
third (35%) spend more than 50% of their time in instruction.

In the referral process, two-thirds of the resource specialists are

. involved at least 1-2 days a week receiving and screening referrals made
. by other school personnel (66%) and coordinating and monitoring referral

procedures (69%).

Eighty-nine percent of resource specialists_engage in conducting formal
and/or informal assessments of students at least 1-2 days per week.

" Seventy percent are involved at least 1-2 days a week in coordinating

" assessment 'procedures, 85% frequently assist pargnts and others in inter-

pretation and utilization of student assessment Aghdings.

Eighty-one percent of resource specialists are involved at least 1-2
days a week in coordinating the development of IEPs for handicapped
students,! and 69% spend that much time participating with the IEP team
in making placement recommendations. Ninety-five percent provide direct
instruction at least 1-2 days a week, 88% daily, and 94% at least
frequently supervise instruction by resource specialist aides. During
their instructional time each day, 48% work with students one at a time
(another 23% Work one-to-one at least 1-2 times a week) and 86% work

\yith small grbups of handicapped students.

k!
Three-fourths of the resource specialists (77%) engage in review of stu-
dent progress and revising of IEPs at least 1-2 times a week.

A third of the resource specialists frequently engage in informal staff
development activities with regular teachers. However, 73% rarely or
never coordinate inservice workshops.

vi

Vel




i
i

o Most of the resource specialists engage in routine activities as part of
their daily and weekly functioning. Ninety-four percent say they complete
forms and write reports at least 1-2 times a week, 54% engage 'in these
activities daily. Nearly half (47%) have telephone communications as.
part of their daily professional activities. Thirty-eight percent
report participating in meetings not directly related to their classroom
responsibilities at least 1-2 times a week.

0 Resource specialists are generally satisfied with the way jin which their
time is distributed over various activities related to role fugctioning.
However, 51% would like to spend more time consulting with tealhers in
the utilization of evaluation data for modification of ingtruction. A
third (36%) would like to spend more time consulting with regular class-
room teachers in the identification and assessment of learning and behav-
ioral patterns of handicapped students, as well as coordinating the
implementation of the activities of the resource specia]ist program
with the regular classroom curriculum. Thirty-five pertent would like
to spend more time working one-to-one with handicapped [students. Forty
percent would like to spend more time in the development of vocational
plans for handicapped students. \ /

[ ,”/‘

o Nearly half of the resource specialists would like to spend more time
providing both formal and informal staff development jactivities, and par-
ticipating in innovative program development activities. Additionally,
they would like to spend more time assisting parents, both in understand-
ing the program being provided to their children and in the effective
utilization of other community resources besides the school. Fifty=
eight percent would like to spend less time on paperwork and 33% view
Tess time spent in meetings not directly related to classroom respon-
sibilities as desirable. -

o .Resource specialists view their responsibilities as distinctly different
from admini¢trators. However, many perceive overlap with DIS personnel
(50%), school psychologists (58%); special class teachers (41%), and
regular class teachers (60%). Some role conflict is seen as existing

- with regular class teachers (38%) and with school psychologists (24%).

Job Satisfaction/Prob1ems

s " !
o Nearly three-fourths (74%) of the resource specialists are at least:
quite satisfied with their work; only: 5% are not satisfied. :
. i i
o Resource specialists perceive themselvéS to be extremely effective with
handicapped students (48%), principals (27%) and parents (24%). They
feel they are least effective with special class teachers.

o Problems which are perceived to impair fulfiliment of job r%quirementS‘
focus primarily on lack of time and too large of a caseload.

o Seventy percent of resource specialists would like to see changes in the
role and responsibilities. Primarily, recommendations focus on less

paperwork, smaller caseload and more: time for instruction and curriculum
development as well as a better definition of responsibilities.

vii
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o Thirty-five percent of resource specialists agree #iyh the requiréments
of the Resource Specialists Certificate of Competence. Twenty-six
percent disagree with the requirements and 31% are not familiar with the '
requirements. ; ,

SCHOOL PERSONNEL - SUMMARY OF RESULTS

{School personnel include elementary teachers, special education teachers,
DIS personnel, instructional aides, school psychologists, principals, and
special education administrators.) ,

Contact/Familiarity with Special Education

o Nearly half (45%) of the school personnel reported being very familiar
© with PL 94-142; 31% are very familiar with AB 1250 and 33% are very
familiar with SB 1870.

o Sixty-four percent of the school personnel have daily contact with handi-
capped students and only 7% never have contact with such students. Forty
percent have- daily contact with special education personnel other than
program and resource specialists.

o Very few professionals reported daily contact with program specialists.
Over half of the respondents never or very rarely see program specialists.
When there is contact, it is most frequently during referral (17%), place-
ment (18%) and review (16%) activities.

o In general, school personnel reported more contact with resource spe-
cialists than program specialists. Referral activities are the area of
more frequent contact, with 51% reporting interaction with resource spe-
cialists at least 1-2 times a week during the referral process.
Placement and review are other areas of frequent contact. Twenty-five
percent reported they never have contact with resource specialists
during assessment, 22% never interact during instructional planning, and
20% never interact with resource specialists when instructional plans
are being implemented. ’ 4

Views on Work of Program and Resource Specialists

o In general, a larger percentage of professionals are unfamiliar with the
work of program specialists than with resource specialists' work.

o School personnel view resource specialists as having major responsibility

for delivery of a vabiety of services to handicapped students. Two-
thirds (69%{ view resource specialists as having major to full responsi- ‘
bility for the overall management of a student's case. Instructional

l planning (76%) and-review (75%) are the areas where the largest percentage
of resource specialists are seen as having major to full responsibility.
Instruction is the area where the largest number of school personnel

l ~ (30%) view resource specialists as having full responsibility.

*
o Program specialists are viewed as having at least some responsibility in
all service delivery areas. The areas where program specialists are
most frequently seen as having major to full responsibility are placement

vifi
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(43%) and review (32%). Twenty-seven percent of the school personnel
perceived program specialists as having major to' full responsibility for
the overall management of a student's case. ’ .. -
Program specialists are viewed as having responsibilities which overlap
with most other school personnel. The most frequently identified overe
lap is with special education administrators (44%) and resource spe-
cialists (38%).

ey
Resource specialists are seen as having overlapping responsibilities
with most other instructional personnel including regular classroom
teachers (62%), DIS instructors §44%), and special class teachers (49%)..
The roles of program specialist (41%) and school psychologist (41%) are
also viewed as overlapping with the resource specialist role.

Perceived overlapping responsibilities do not seem to relate to major
role conflict. For program specialists there is "some" perceived con-
flict with resource specialists (28%), special education administrators
(26%) and school psychologists (25%). For resource specialists, school
personnel perceived "some” conflict with regular class teachers (40%),
school psychologists (30%), DIS personnel (27%), program specialists
(26%), and special class teachers (24%). ' :

Effectiveness/Satisfaction -

0

In general, both program and resource specialists are perceived as being
effective in providing needed services.

Over half of the school personnel feel that program specialists provide
leadership, and effectively coordinate the programs for which they are
responsible. Program specialists are seen as providing useful input in
the development of IEPs, and as playing a beneficial role in providing
appropriate educational services to handicapped students. Program spe- .
cialists are viewed as most effective with resource specialists (42%9.
special class teachers (41%) and handicapped students (41%).

Criticism of program specialists includes: efficiency of services, not
enough time spent evaluating effectiveness of programs for handicapped
students, and not enough inservice provided to keep staff updated on
educational changes. Nineteen percent of the school personnel view
program specialists as not effective with regular classroom teachers,

Sixty-one percent of the school personnel think that program specialists
should be advocates for the educational rights of handicapped students.

A.large majority of school personnel feel that resource specialists are
extremely effective with handicapped students (70%), parents (70%), and
regular classroom teachers (65%). In addition to expertise in instruc-
tion, resource specialists are seen as providing helpful consultation,
resource information, and materials. Resource specialists are seen as
providing services which regular classroom teachers do not have time,
opportunity, or skills to provide..

Forty-four percent of school personnel think resource specialists should
not work only with students who are placed in special education programs.
“
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o In terms . of barriers to carrying out job requirements cited by program
specialists, 29% of school personnel agree that program specialists do
not have enough time to perform their duties,” 38% agree that-program
specialists should have smaller caseloads, but only 15% think that these
specialists do not have enough authority.

0. Fifty-three percent of the school personnel agree with resource .spe-
cialists that they should have smaller caseloads and 39% .agree that
resource specialists do not have enough time to perform their duties.

0o Sixty-three percent of the'school personnel are-personally satisfied

with program specialists services, and 50% think program specialists
are needed for the successful implementation of the Master Plan.

o Seventy-eight percent of the school persdﬁﬁél are personally satisfied
with services received from resource specialists, and 79% think resource
specialists are needed for the successful implementation of the Master
Plan. * ) ‘ :

SUMMARY OF POLICY AND PROGRAM REdOMMENDATIONS

Separate policy and program recommendations concerning the program and
resource specialist roles were made. For program specialists, recommendations
primarily focused on the need for greater clarity of responsibilities re-

quired for the role. Variation in actual-functioning of program specialists

throughout the state made generalizations difficult. Such variation, however,
highlighted the necessity for the determination of appropriate role func-
tioning to be made at the local SESR level to meet unique needs present in
differing educational situations. The state department should provide
guidelines to the SESRs for conducting an analysis of their own service
delivery needs. In addition, guidelines for options in program specialist
functioning, including requisite training appropriate for different role
responsibilities, should be provided..

Resource gpecialists throughout the state functioned in a similar manner
across sites,-although there was some local variation. Recommendations for
resource spécialists focused on clarifying the nature of specific functions
and prioritizing the responsibilities for the role. Specifically, the
assessment and staff development functions need to be more clearly defined,
and determination of the appropriate combination of instruction and other
responsibiities (such as coordination) delineated. Other recommendations
jnclude the need for the state department to conduct analyses of appropriate
caseload requirements; of possible difference in functioning at elementary
and secondary levels; and of hiring practices for resource specialist aides.
Suggestions are made for clarifying instructional responsibilities of
various personnel for handicapped students, including coordinating scheduling
requirements as part of IEP team responsibilities. Finally, specific pre-
service and inservice training opportunities to improve resource specialist
functioning should be provided.
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PART 1

Introduction

California has a long history of commitment to providing innovative

programs and services to meet the educational needs of handicapped children.
Since 1860, with the establishment of programs for deaf and blind children, a
variety of programs has been imp1emented and modified
&

The growth of special
education was frequently on an “"as needed" basis resulting, by the early

1970's, in the existence of 28 separate programs to meet the needs of handi-
capped children (CSDE, 1980)

This categorical approach did not include

mechanisms for coordinating eligibility requirements and services, nor were

| there requirements for evaluation of programs toward improvement in services.
Assembly Bi1l 4040, enacted in 1974, represented the culmination of efforts

of the educational community to change the service delivery system in

Special Education - was 1mp1emented by 6 local organizational units ﬁn

1975-76 and an additional four were added during 1976-77.

|

'
In 1977, Assembly Bill 1250 (amended in 1978 by A.B. 3635) author1zed state

wide implementation of the Master Plan by 1981-82. Then, in response to Assem-
)

ﬂly Bi1l 8 of 1979 (a "sunset law"), a review of special education programs was
a

nducted by the Iegislature.

1£

The results of that review are embodied in SB
70 and its var1ous trailer bills passed in 1980.

SB 769 (signed into law
October, 1981) is the most recent legislation which modifies the Mster Plan.

ﬁ The California Master Plan represents a comprehensive service delivery mode
i

that meets federal requirements contained in P.L. 94-142 and P.L 93-112. In

\

#any areas the Master Plan exceeds federal requirements in specificity or
écope. One such area is the estab]ishment of important new roles -in special

U\‘

~These personnel are designated in the origina] Master Plan "...to assist in the
ERIC:

I California. This innovative pilot program - the California Mastenuaygn for
l %

gducat1on such as the roles of the.resource specialist and program specialist.

22
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_deve1opmentf jmplementation, and review of individualized edudationa1 plans so
as to ensure that the educational program for each pupil is appropriate to that
individual's needs and abilities." (C.S.D.E., 1976, p. 3) While current law
provides more detailed descriptions of intended services to be provided by
these individuals, comprehensive review of the resource specialist and program
specialist roles separately and in relation to each other is lacking. Questions
concerning efficiency, effectiveness and appropriateness of these two roles h;ve
been raised as part of the legislative review process (Legislative Analyst,
1977; Auditor General, 1980; C.S.D.E., 1980). It is towards the provision of
information concerning the functioning of program specialists and resource
specialists to assist state and local decision hakers that the current study was
undertaken.

The mandates of P.L. 94-142 and the California Master Plan represent a
national commitment to equality and quality of educational services for handi-
capped children. The translation of the “promise” into "reality," however, has
created considerable requirements for organizational change in local educational
agencies from administrative through service delivery levels.

Study of educationdl cﬁange and adoption of innovation has generated both
enthusiasm and‘contEGQersy in the past decade. After many unsuccessful research,
development, adoption, and diffusion efforts in the 1960s, professional educa-
tors from a variety of perspectives have begun to address questions of the con-
ditions that facilitate or impede effective educational change. Rodgers and
Shoemaker (1971) have considered the differential consequences and patterns of
mandatory as opposed to voluntary participation in éhange efforts and have
noted that in the.case of comprehensive policy change (such as the implemen-
tation of a legislative mandate), the only options involve the method of

-

implementation.

2.4
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Many writérs have focused on obstacles to change in Fhe schools with
emphasis on the rolewof such variables as: (1) formal and informal socialﬁ
gtructure and role regularities in the schools (Sarason, 1971; Lortie, }975);
(2) bureaucratic structures (Lipset, 1961; Lipsky, 1976; Pincus, 1594) |
including ihe jncompatibility of prior organizational arrangements with the
requirements of the innovation; (3) state of skills and knowledge on the part
of implementation personnel (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; House, 1974; Gross et
al., 1979); and (4) clarity about the nature of the proposeq innovation
(Pincus, 19743 Gross et al., 1979).
~ Emrick and Peterson (1977) report findings from several studies suggesting
that implementation of innovations is futile unless efforts are initiated at the
local level. However, for the most part,.service delivery bersonnel have not
been involved in determining the course of official special education poiicy
through passage of federal and state legislation. Findings of a recent study -
conducted by Weatherley and Lipsky (1977) suggesf that school personnel are
actuélly constrained by legislation rather than directed in their work. These
jnvestigators, propose that service delivery personnel are really “street 1éve1
bureaucrats"--setting policy by their own interpretation of what has come from
above and of the realities of their current personal-professional situations.
While it is important that studies on the implementation of the California
Master Plan focus on the extent to which these implementation activities are
congruent with legistative requirements, an exclusive focus on compliance issues
precludes consideration of local variations in actual functioning which may be
adaptive for providing quality educational services and which may form a basis
for changes in policies which reflect practitioner concerns. Thus, in the pre-
sent study, extent of congruence of current functioning of program specialists
and resource specialists with legislative requirements is only one of several

2.1
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indicators of the success of implementation efforts. Credence is also given to
variations in functioning which can be demonstrated to have operational signi-
ficance.

The literature on role theory provides a rich framework for analyzing how
professionals conceive of the program and -resource specialist roles, singular1y/
and in conjunction with others in the implementation of Master Plan reqdiremenfé.
Deutsch and Krauss (1965) suggest several aspects of role which have been |
modified for the present project: 1) prescribed or intended role, 2) enacted or
perceived role, and 3) subjective or idealized role. The "1nte§ded“ role is
defined as the system of expectations which exist for the ocqu;nt of a
positibn. In the present study these expectations include thé;fo11owing: 1)
legal requirements for qualifications and responsibilities ds specified in the
Education Code and througﬁ administrative requlations, and 2) "policy" reviews
conducted by the Special Education Commission of the State Board‘bf Education
and the State Department of Education.

"Perceived" role functioning includes both the understanding of a role by
jndividuals who work with, or have an interest in, special education programs
and the perception of those actually filling the role with regard to the tasks
they perform. The "idealized" role is a statement of what individuals believe
should be the responsibilities of those in particular roles. The analytical
scheme for the present study includes determining the nature of the match be-
tween intended and pefceived roles and the extent to which an idealized role as

proposed by the specialists differs from intended and perceived functioning.

Study Questions

Questions addressed in the study focus on role definition and appropriate~

ness of role performance. The general question of the study is:

Does perceived role functioning of program and resource specialists match
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intended role functioning? Spécific questions include:
I 1.0 Do perceived activities and functions of program and resource specialists
match intended activities and functions.
2.0 Are the intended recipients being served? 4
3.0 How well prepared are program and resodrce specié]ists to perform the
intended roles? S
4,0 How is each specialist role perceived to relate to other professional -

roles in the educational system?

I
\
l
|
l
.
5.0 wWhat specific organizational, personal, or role demographic J%riab1es
” influence perceived role functioning? .
* 6.0 How effective is the perceived functioning of the specialists?

7.d‘ What problems are perceived a$’1mpeding effective role funct1oning of

f specialists?
8.0§ What changes in the specialists' roles and reSponsibilities are needed

. to increase effectiveness? »

The fo11ow1ng section describes the%methods used to answer the eight
}

questions which served as the focus of the study.

Method
The study was designed to compare the role requirements for intended
functioning of program and resource specialists with actual role functioning )

of tﬂese specialists. Intended role requirements were identified through -

descriptions in various policy documents (Education Code Sections 56333,
56334, 56335 of AB 1250, Education Code Sections 56368, 56362, 56363, 56341
of SB 1870, California Administrative Code Title V proposed regulations;

' Advisory Commission on Special Education's Personne‘l Development Committee
| report on program specialists, the Commission for Teacher Pfgparation and
I Licensing regulations for the Resource Specialist Certificate of Competence




and the California State Department of Egucation "sunset" review of special
education). Requirehents fér funcpioning&ﬁave been analyzed in two ways.
First, the five areas necessary fof“delivery of services to individuals with
exceptiona] needs (referra] and identification, assessment, IEP planning énd ‘
p]aceﬁent, implgmentation, and review) were identified and translated into
specific statements of diréct and indirect services to other professipna]s,
parents, and handicapped students. Secondly, the functions prescribgg“for
each role (e.g.,'consult, assist,'coordihate, etc.) and activities supporting
each function were identifieq‘andkbperétiona]ized. )

The measurement of goal attainment related to effective role performance

involves determinafion of the degree of congruency between requirements for

functioning and actual functioning of program and resource specialisis.

Measures used in this study relate to six broad criteria proposed by Suchmén
(1967) én&‘Scriven (1967)f An effort criterion is typically concerned with

the assessment of input (e.g., hours, numbers served, etc.), regardless of

“output; performance or effect criteria measure the results of effort kapherv

than the effort itself; adequacy of pefformance criteria refers to the degree
to which effective performance is adequate to the total amount of‘need; effi-
ciency is concernea with the eva]uatioq of diternative methods in terms of
costS“(e.g.,‘é ratio between effort and performance), process refers to the
attributés of a program which contribute or detract from the effect of the
program; and value relates to the satisfaétion of those delivering and
receiving the services. Specificaljy, effort, adequacy of perfbrmance, pro-
cess and value criteria were used for thé present sttu.

Data have been collected on thé;roleqas perceived by others who work
with the idenéified brofessiona]é, and of the services each specialist per-

ceived him or herself actually de]ivering.,‘Specia]ists‘were also asked to

provide information on idealized role functioning. In addition, qemogréphic
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information concerning the role and the background, training, and experience
of practicing professionals (program specialists or resource specialists)

was collected. Based on these'data, discrepancies or variations in intended
and perceived functioning were identified (strengths-and weaknesses of alter-
native modes of functioning were delineated) and recommendations for policy
and program measures which could be taken to improve the effectiveness of the
program and resource specia]ist roles were offered.

The study designrinciudes a nuitipie sources data co]1ection,system to
allow for different/leugis oi analysis. Specifically, a questionnaire survey
research paradigm mode}ed after Dillman (1978) and ethnographic procedures
derived from the work of G]aser and Strauss (1967), Patton (1980), and
Schatzmar and Strauss (1973) were used in the-study. Two questionnaires were
developed which identified the background, training, experience, and percep-
tions of functioning for both program specialists and resource specialists.
These instrumencs were distributed to nearly 2000 program specialists and
resource specialists from the Speciai Education Services Regions (SESR) func-
tioning under the Master Plan during the 1979-80 school year. A similar
Questionnaire was distributed to over 500fadministrators, teachers and
ancillary personnel in tnese SESRs. Nearly fourteen hundred questionnaires
were returned. Analysis of these data permit description of similarities and
differences among these professionals and their perceptions of the activities
and functions of program'and resource specialists.

In prder to address the more complex issues related to variations in =«
actual functioning, hdﬂiuer, a case study analysis of variables influencing
-~ suech functioning has been conducted. This analysis included a subsample of -
Special Education Services Regions (SESRs), selected on the basis of geo-
graphic location, urban/rural, consertium/single district, length of time

operating under Master Plan, and other pertinent variables. A sample of




ninety-fire program specialists, resource specialists, administrators,
teachers, ancillary personnel, and parents were interviewed, on site, con-
cerning perceived problems and successes in implementing the legis]ative “
intént related to the roles of programfspecia]ists and resource'speciaiists.”"‘“‘%? )
Variables such as organizatioha] structure,\interface with other professionals,
specialization of functions and activities, differences in functioning at

elementary vs. secondary levels, and ongoing training opportunities which may -
influence service deiivery operations have been identified and studied

While generaiization from results of the study of a limited number of SESRs

must be made with caution, analyses allow inferences concerning personal-
prpfessionai variables and local factors“which are related to degree of per-

ceived successfu] functioning in these various settings. Using a triangula-

tion of evidence model (Denzin, 1978), comparisons were made between -the

intended (prescribed) ro]e functions and data collected through question--

naires and interviews on the self-role perception and perceptions of others.

Samp]e Selection for Questionnaire Data

The target sample for the study included a]] twenty-one SESRs operating
under the California Master Plan for Special Education during the 1979-80
school year. Initial sample selection activity focused on gaining access
" to the entire population of program and resource specialists in these SESRs
in order to request their participation in the gquestionnaire phase of the
study. After‘contacting RLA Directors personally and by letter, demographic,
organizational, and program information about the SESRs was collected. This
information was used for saﬁpie selection in both the questionnaire and case -
study facets of the study. '

__ Information was collected on the total number of school personne1 in

each SESR who had contact with children with exceptional needs, including




special education teachers, designated instruction and services personnel,
aidés, school psychologists, special education administrators, principals,

regular class teachers, resource specialists, and program specialists. After

tallying all the numbers-received, it was decided that a representative” "~

sample would be five percent of the individuals in each category, selected
randomly. There were three exceptions to this 5% critefion. Special educa-
tion directors were exempted due to the small number in their category and
their influence on district policies; 10% of this group was contacted. All
program and resource specialists were contacted. Their limited number made
this feasible. This procédure resulted in the %dentification of a sampie

i including 228 program specialists, 1710 resource specialists, and 533 other
school ‘personnel.

Although the project began with the intention of studying all twenty-one
SESRs, only 20 were subsequently jncluded. One SESR declined to participate
because of the numbers*#f studies they had been part of in the past. They
- felt "over-studied." S |

Qqestionnaire Development

The first task in instrument development was an analysis of roles and
functioning of‘resource specialists and program specialists as described in
law, the Personng] Development Cohmitteé's repdrt on program specialists and
the Commission for‘%eacher Preparation and Licensing regulatidns for
résourcé'specialists (see Appendix C). This analysis resulted in a set
of descriptors both of activities and functions which have been used to
frame item development for questionnaires and interview schedules. The
next task included a series of informal discussions with practicing progrém
specialists and resource specialists regarding their roles and functioning

to validate the role descriptors which had been developed. Three preliminary

30




forms of a questionnaire were developed for collecting data on the roles and
functioning of program and resource specialists. One form was designed for
program specialists, another for resource specialists, and a thirdufor all
" ~—other school professionals thought to have contact with program and/or L

resource specialists. |

The writing of the items for the questionnaires was organized through
use of an analytical scheme for conceptualizing the roles and functioning
of program and resource speciﬁ]ists. Thg analytical scheme was derived in
general from Suchman (1967) and Scriven (1967) and includes the criteria
areas of effort, adequacy of pérformanCe, process, and value. |

The three forms of the questionnaires were piloted in three counties
with program specialists, resource specialists and other school personnel.
In addition, researcher/colleagues provided detailed feedback abdut.the
quality of the questionnaires as research instruments. Based on the data
obtained from the pilot activities and colleagial feedback, the questidnnairést
were each revised and piloted a;ain. Forms were submitted to the state
debartment Data Acquisition Review Committee (DARC) for approval and were

again modified (see Appendix D).

Data Collection-Procedures for Questionnaire Data

N

Each RLA Director was requested to distribute questiqnnairés to special
education personnel in his/her SESR. A set qf postcards was sent with the
-questionnaires. They were to be sent by the RLA Director to the same re-
spondents, approximately a week after the questionnaires had been delivered.
The postcards thanked the respdndents"for their participation in the pro-
ject and- reminded those whd had not a]ready done so, to\keyﬁrn the question-
naires.

Questionnaires for regular education personnel--including principals and

U a4




regular classroom teachers were distributed in a different manner. A

letter was sent to the Superintendent of each district, informing him-b"
her about the project, and requestiﬁg authority to contact principa]é}
This letter was followed by telephone contact, approximately a week 1$tei, in .

.he

o

order to obtain formal permission to send the questionnaires directly to'
schools. Some districts preferred that their special education director <
- ,",, ) ) - ) V 'i:k

receive the package and disseminate the materials, others gave permission tég
B

4

send the questionnaires directly to the sites. E
"in of&er to minimize subjectjvity and to insure as much diversity as
possible, a prinéipa] was reduested to distribute questionnaires to a prede-

termined stratified 1ist of classroom teachers (e.g., third grade, fifth
grade, etc.). There was an attempt to sample a range of grade levels ih the
elementary districts and as wide a variety of subject teachers as pos§1b1e
in the high schools.

Two thousand, fourwhundrediand seventy-one questionnaires (2,471) were
sent and approximately ha]f,of?a11 respondents in each category replied

including 97 program spécia]ists, 1006 resource specialists and 257 other

school personnel for a total response of 1360 (55%).

Sample Selection for Case Study Interviews and Observations

In the interview and observation phase of the study, school personnel
were interviewed and observed in six geographic areas of California to pro-
vide in-depth information to augment the questionnaire data.

From a total of 20 Special Education Service Regions (SESR), six were
selected as a representative sample, based“on the following criteria:
geographic location (Northern California, Southern California), population
per square mile (rural, suburban, urban), type of SESR (single district,

consortium, county), length of time operating under the Master Plan, and

N
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classification of program specialists (Administrative Pupil Services, V
Instruction, Management, etc.). u

RLA Directors in each of the six (selected) SESRs were requested to parti-
cipate in the case study interviews. The final sample was comprised of
SESRs with the following characteristics: “

1. Rural, North, Consortium, 4 yeefs, Other Ceftification.

2.f Rura]/Urban, South, County, 2 years; Instruction.

3. Urban, South, S1ng1e, 2 years, Management.

4, Suburban/Rural, North, Single, 3 years, Hixed Credent1a1

5. Rural, North, County, 4 years, Administrative.

6. Urban, South, Consortium, 1 year, Pupil Services.

Participating SESRs were: Humboidt, Riverside, San Diego, San Juan,
Stanislaus, and West Orange. | '

RLA Directors were asked to select the schools in their areas where the
interviews and observation would take place.” The schools selected were to
reflect the general characteristics of the SESR as a‘whO]e, but with’varying
SES and ethnic composition. In this way, the 1nterv1ewers were ab]e to gather
data about rural and urban, high and Tow wealth sites, as well as schools with

differing proportions-of minority students. = =

Case Study Interview Schedules Development

Two interview schedules were developed based on an analysis of the
intended roles and functioning of resource specialists and program specialists
as described previously (see Appendix E).” One was deeigned for both resource
and program specialists and another for other school personnel and parents who
have professiona1\contact with resource specialists and/or program special-
ists. The 1nterv1ew schedules were designed to elicit the reSpondents views

of these professionals in the areas of qualifications and assignment, activi=

ties, job definition, efficiency/effectiveness, training, and recommended changes.

: 0t 3y
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Data Co]]ection Procedures for Case Study Interviews and Observations

Two interviewers spent two days in each 3f the six SESRs. Typica]ly,
‘one interviewer spent one day on-the-job with a program spetia1ist while
the other interviewed and obsenved school personnel at a school site. On
the next day, both,1nterv1ewers observed and interviewed at a second
school. Interviews lasted between 20 and 90 minutes; the lengthier ones
generally being with resource and program spec1a11sts. o

In a total of 11 elementary schools, two h1gh schoo1s and one cont1nuation

high school, 95 people were jnterviewed in the six SESRs; they included:

N

Child Advocate 1. »
Diagnostic Teacher 1
Director of Special Education 3-
Designated Instruction and Services 11
Parents of Handicapped Students 4
Principals, Vice Principals 11
Program Specialists 6
- Psycholggists 3
Regular Class Teachers 20
Resource Specialists 20
Resource Specialists Aides 4
Special Day Class Teachers - 11

In addition to those ind1v1dua1s formally interviewed, 1nforma1 discussions
were held with a number of school personnel and parents.

Case study reports for’each SESR were written by the two researchers
after reviening the information collected and observations nade at each .site.
The reports are organized to provide a summary nf perceived role functioning~f
by the specialists and other school personnel as well as idealized £61e

functioning.
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 PART II

Results

Results from the study are presented in three major sections. The first
Sgctibﬁ summarizes the perceptions of school personnel who work with program
and resource specia]ists. Tﬁé second and third sections summarize the per-
ception of program specialists and resource specialists of their own role-
functioning. The results sections are organized to present a summary of data
pertaining to the questions of the study. Findings from the two data sources
(questionnaire and ethnographic) are generally consistent. Ethnographic data
provide elaboration and rich detail concerning specific questionnaire findings.
With the exception of length of time operating under the Master Plan, none of
the ethnographic sample selection variables were determined to influence per-
‘ceived role functioning of program and resource specialists, so }hese data
are not reported separately. Rather, they are incorporated into the presenta-
tion of results to clarify or augment quantitative data or to present a
divergent perspective.

Comp]etg case study reporté are not included in the body of the text but
can be found in Appendix B. A summaryvof interview respondents' perceptions
of prodram and resource specialists funttionihg across the 6 SESRs in the

ethnograph16 sample can be found in Appendix A.

School Personnel
The questionnaire sample of school personnel included 59 regular class-
~ room teachers;“73 special class teachers, 28 DIS personnel, 24 aides, 15
school psychologists, 47 principals, and 11 special education administrators;
a total of 257 questionnaire respondents. In addition, 65 school personnel

were interviewed as part of the case studies, Data repokted in this sec-

tion are based primarily on questionnaire respondents. Information from
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case studies is included to clarify specific points or present divergent
views. Unless otherwise noted, all tables are based on an N of 257.

Because of rounding, all percentages may not total 100%. Percentages for
respondents who did not answer or who felt they were too unfamiliar with
the work of either brogram or resource specia1jsts to prbvide in informed

opinion are reported as Don't Know/Blank (DK/B).

Personal Demographics

-

Queétionnaire respondents‘ranged jn age from 25 or younger (2%) to 56
or q1der (9%) with roughly 30% in each ten year interval between., Sixty
percent were female, 36% male. The majority were Anglo (86%) with small
numbers of American Indian (2%), Asian (2%), Bféck (4%), and Hispanic (6%)
professionals responding.

Contact/Familiarity With Special Education

In terms of laws pertaining to special education, only 13%"of the school
personnel were not familiar with P.L. 94-142. Forty-two percent were some-
what familiar and 45% reported being quite familiar with P.L. 94-142. A
fourth of the respondents (25%) were not familiar with AB 1250 (01d Califor-
nia Master Plan), but only 10% were not familiar with SB 1870 (the New
California Master Plan). Thirty-one percent reported being very familiar
with AB 1250, and 33X are very familiar with SB 1870.

Sixty-four percent of respondents reported daily contact with handi-
cappdd students and only 7% reported never having contact with such students.
Forty percent repbrted daily contact with special eduation personnel other
than program and resource specialists. Table 1 provides information on the
nature of the contadf that school personnel have with program and resource
specialists., Very few professionals reported daily contact with pfogram
specia1ists. Over half of the respondenfé ﬁever or very rarely see the

_program specialists. When there is contact, it occurs most f?equent]y

UC. 54
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Table 1
Frequency of contact with Program and Resource Specialists

in Referral Through Review Process

(N = 257)

% having contact with: Program Specialist ' Resource Specialist

# R 0 F_DOKB N R O F D DK/SB

Referral 22 32 23 17 3 4| 13 15 18 28 23 4

Assessmerit 37 31 18 9 2 4 26 14 21 20 14 6
ﬁ InstruétionaI 25 33 24 13 2 4 22 13 20 26 14 5
i Planning :

Placement | 23 27 24 18 4 5 15 13 22 26 18 6

Instruction 34 30 22 10 1 4| 0 18 18 22 17 5

Review 23 27 8 16 3 4) 15 16 2 28 13 6

*N = Never - no contact whatsoever
R = Rarely - contact 1-5 times per year
0 = Occasionally = contact 1-2 times per month
F = Frequently - contact 1-2 times per week
D = Daily - contact more or less daily\

during referral (17%); placement (18%); and review (16%) activities.

Many individuals interviewed for the case studies felt program spe-
cialists were "spread too thin." Program specialists were seen as typically
assigned a geographic area or specific grade levels. Because of time
constraints, which were for the most part a consequence of the number of
"units" gnd individuals to be contacted, program specialists were viewed as
having the most frequent interactions with personnel who had "overlapping
resgonsibi]jties,“ or employees they were required to supervise. Principals,
vice principals, psychologists, resource specialists and parents were more
1ikely to encounter a program specialist, because of their participation in

some aspect of the referral to review process.

ERIC Coo g
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Program specialists were not perceived as available on a daily basis in
any SESR visited, although in one Master Plan area program specialists
visited local high schools twice a week. One of these programyspecia1ists,
assigned to the schosl visited by the interviewers, worked more closely
with thq_viqeuprincip;; than other personnel. The vice principal was in
charge of curriculum in general and the resource program in particular. He
found th;\program specialist very helpful in areas of compliance and program
development. On the other hand, a speech therapist at the same school never
saw’ the program specialist assigned there, but was very enthusiastic about

an insérvice program introduced by a categorically assigned (e.g., com=

municatively handicapped) program specialist who specialized in working

~ with CH personnel across the SESR. Clearly the "needs" of professionals,

and their access to the services of an "available" program specialist can
make a difference in both the amount of contact and degree of satisfaction
expressed. i

bIn general, school personnel reported more: contact with resource spe-
cialists than with program specialists. Referral activities seem to be the
area of most frequent contact, with 51% reporting interaction with resource
specialists at least 1-2 times a week during the referral process. At
least a third of the school personnel reported contact at least 1-2 times
a week during all other phases of delivery of services. Twenty-five per-
cent reported they never have contact’with the resource specialists during
assessment, 22% never interact during instructional planning, and 20% never
interact with resource specialists when instructional plans are being
implemented (see Table 1).

Views on Work of Program Specialists and Resource Specialists

In general, a larger percentage of professionals are unfamiliar with

the work of program specialists than with resource specialists work. This !




18

fact became apparent in the interviews as well. Eaeh person interviewed

had at least some degree of knowledge of the resource specialists' role,

but only some knew‘at program specialists’ work involved. Tﬂ’ose who were
familiar with the roles of program specialists were generally special edu-
cation staff or administrators (i.e., people who have continual and ibrect
responsibilities for handicapped students). This group genera]1y did not .
include regular education staff. Tnis finding seems understandable, in

light of the fact that program specialists are generally assigned to work

with staff in a single specialty area (e.g., CH) or with a specified number

. of special education programs (e.g., resource specialist, learning handi-

capped). On the other hand, resource specialists are intended to interaet
with an entire s$chool staff,ep1us special education administrators.

Program specialists are viewed as having at least some responsibility
in all service de1§very areas. Table 2 illustrates the perceived extenf of
their responsibility in specific areas. The areas where program specialists
are most frequent1y seen as having major to full responsibi]ity are place-
ment (43%) and review (32%). Twenty-seven percent of the respondents per-

ceived program specialists as having major to full responsibility for the

overall management of a student's case. From interview data, the overall

management activities are usually described as compliance oriented (i.e.,
assuring processes occur) rather than coordinating the flow of services in
each individual student*s case.

School personnel view resource specialists as having major responsibility
for delivery of a variety of services to handicapped students. Two thirds
(69%) view resource specialists as having major to full responsibility for
the overall management of a student's case. Table 2 illustrates the per-
ceived responsibi1it1es in specific areas. Instructional planning (76%),
review (75%), and assessment (71%) are the areas where the largest percentage

L 34
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Table 2

Perceived Extent of Responsibility of Program and Resource Specialists
for Delivery of Serv*ces in Specific Areas

(N=257) |
Extent of Responsibilit o
Program Specialist (%)  Resource §pecia1ist (%)
Service Delivery Areas *N S M F_ DK/B N_S M F_DK/B
Referral 19 35 17%7 22 -7 30 37 16 1
Assessment 23 38 15 5 20 3 16 50 21 10
Instructional | o o
Planning 18 40 16 4 22 4 11 50 26 10
Placement 6 32 35 8 19 4 27 46 12 11
Instruction 4 28 7 2 2 5 14 39 30 ’11
Student Review 8 42 27 5 19 3 11 5 21 11
Overall Management of 17 36 21 6 20 6 13 47 22 12
Student's Case
*N = No responsibility - M = Major responsibility
S = Some responsibility F = Fyll responsibility

of/resource specialists are seen as having major to full responsib111t§.
Instruction is the area where the largest percentage of school personnel
(30%) view. resource speéia]ists as having full responsibility.

Table 3 provides information on the views of school personnel regarding
how each specialist's role and responsibilities differs from other personnel
roles. At least 20% of program specialists are viewed as having respon-
sibilities which overlap somewhat with most other school personne1'except
regular class teachers. The most frequently identified overlap 1s with
special education administrators (44%) and resource specialists (38%).
Resource specialists are seen as having overlapping responsibilities with

most other instructional personnel including désignated instruction services

instructors (44%), and special class teachers (49%). The most frequently

U L. 4
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" Table 3

/”5 ’ . Specialists' roles as seen as different,‘over1apping,
: or identical to other personnel roies.

(N=257)

N

" Role Relationships
Program Specialist €9) Resource Specialist (%)

20

Personnel Roles *D 0 I DK/B D 0 1 DK/B
Designated Instruc- 48 23 -0 29 38 “ 2 16
tion and Services
Instructors
principals/ 56 21 1 22 72 17 0o 1
Vice-principals
Program Specialists 14 . 12 38 36 0 4 2 17 -
Regular Class 62 17 0 21 27 62 1 9
Teachers
Resource Specialists 39 38 1 22 9 15 49 27
School Psychologists 50 30 1 19 51 4l 0 7
Special Class 51 29 1 19 | 36 49 2 12
Teachers
Special Education 28 44 2 26 60 23 0 16
Administrators . :
*D = Distinctly Different Roles and Responsibilities
0 = Overlapping Roles and Responsibilities
I = Identical Roles and Responsibilities
perceived overlap is with regular classroom teachers (62%). Th les of

program specialist (41%) and school psychologist (41%) are

overlapping with the resource specialist role.

i v

so0 viewed as

Perceived overlapping responsibilities do not seem to relate to major

ro]e"conf1ict however. Table 4 illustrates perceived conflict.

Far

program specialists there is "some" perceived conflict with resource spe-

cialists (28%), special education administrators (26%), school psycholo-

Q
ERIC gists (25%), principals (22%) and special class teachers (22%). In the

Ly,

41
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JnterV1ews, some program specialists also spoke of conf11§“fbetween prin-

cipals and themselves. In one SESR where program speq*§$§sts are hired on
" a management contract (at the same 1eve1 with pr1nc1pa1s), a program . spe-
cialist reported that some principals seem to resent the agpunt of author1ty
prOgram specialists have and tensions existed between them. In the same
area, a pfjncipa] who was interviewed, said program specialists were not
wg113enough informed to be making the placement decisions they do, they
shod]d be held more accountable to the schools they serve, and théy ought-
to act as a consultant to the building principals. For kesource specialists
many of the school ﬁersonne] perceived "some" conflict with regular class
teachers (40%), school psychologists (30%), DIS personnel (27%), brOgram ,—
specialists (26%), and special class teachers (24%) (see Table 4).

Such conflict, where minimally reported in interview data usually was
reiatédito scheduling problems, overlapping responsibilifies, and personality
c]ashes; | Q

Effectiveness/Satisfaction

In general, both program and resourCe specialists are perceived as
being at least somewhat effective in broviding needed services. Program

specialists are viewed as "quite to extremely" effective with resource spe-

cialists (42%), special class teachers (41%) and handicapped students (41%),
possibly because these are the individyals to whom they are perceived as most

consistently providing services. But in the interviews it was apparent the

program specialists also spend time with_princiba]s, vice principals, special
educatidn directors and parents on”comp1iance matters. In general, this
assistance with compliance issues js viewed favorably. Nineteen percent of
respondents said program specialists were not effective with regular class-
room teachers (see Table 5).

Table 6 provides information on percepttions of school personnel regard-

0(’; 4o



22

Table 4
Perceived Extent of Role Conf]ic%NBetw§en Specialists énd Other Personnel
=257 .
: Degree of Role Conflict
Program Speciaiist (%) Resource Specialist (%)
Personnel Roles *N S M E DK/B’ N S M E DK/B
Designated Instruc- 52 14 3 5 26 4 27 4 4 21
tion and Services -
Instructors : .
Principals/ 51 2 3 4. 20 k68 15 2 1 14
Vice-principals o :
~ Program Specialists 42 10 3 2 42 46 26 5 2 21
" - Regular Class 60 14 3 2 21 42 4 5 2 11
Teachers , -
Resource Specialists 41 28 5 3 23 51 11 3 0 35
- School Psychologists 48 25 3 4 21 | 51 30 5 1 13
Special Class 49 2 5 3 2 56 24 3 1 16
Teachers
Special Education 35 26 4 4 31 53 19 4 2 22
Administrators ] s
* No conflict

N:

S = Some conflict

M = Much conflict

E = Extreme conflict

ing the.specific activitiés of program specialists. Over half of the school
_ personnel agree that program specialists provide leadership, and effectively
coordinate the programs for which they are responsible. - Program spec;§1ists
are seen as providing useful ihput in the development of IEPs, as being
effective in observing, consulting with and assisting resourcé specialists,
DIS instructors, and special class teachers, and generally, as playing a
beneficial role in providing appropriate educational services to handicapped

students. Sixty-one percent of the school personnel agree that program spe-

cialists should be advocates'for the educational rights of handicapped
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TabTe 5 |
‘Perceived Effectiveness of Each Specialist -
(N=257)
Degree of Effectiveness
Program Specialist (%) Resource Specialist (%)
b
Personnel *N S Q E DK/B N S Q E DK/B
Designated Instruc- 9 25 20 9 37 5 23 27 15 31
tion and Services - ‘
Instructors
Handicapped Students 5§ 25 25 16 29 0 18 23 47 12
Parents - 7 23 26 10 3 | 2 15 35 35 13 -
Principals/ 9 25 25 10 31 | 3 19 37 2 2
Vice-principals ‘ ,
" Program Specié1ists 1 9 14 12 64 5 15 25 16 39
Regular Class 19 29 14 7 31 2 22 33 3 11
Teachers |
Resource Specialists 5 18 29 13 3 | 1 8 14 22 55
School Psychologists 7 26 23 9 35 | 4 20 38 18 20°
| Special Class 7 23 25 16 28 | 8 27 23 18 23
. Teachers
N S Q E DK/B No N S Q "E ODK/B No .
Personal satisfaction - Interact : , Interact.
of specific respon-7 24 23 16 15 15 3 24 23 31 10 9 .
. dent in his/her role - :
*N = Not effective | Q = Quite effective
S = Somewhat effective E = Extremely effective

students. Some criticisms were noted however. Less than a third‘of the
school personnel agreed that programuébecia1ists provide services more effi-
ciently than other special education personnel. 'In addition, prOgram-spe-
cialists are seen by 27% of the school personnel as not spending adequate

time in evaluating the effectiveness of programs for handicapped students, or

- in providing sufficient inservice to keep the staff updated on educational




l Table 6

Schoo! Personnel Views on Work of Program Specialists "
I (N=257) : . ‘
E S means you Strongly agree

means you somewhat aqree )
means neutral - you neither agree or disagree

means you somewhat disagree
means you strongl sagree "
means you don't know L)

SA__A N D sSp DK Blank

.
Rboz»$

1. Program Specialists introduce innovative methods and approaches. 15 27 16 7 12 2 3

N Program Specialists demonstrate adequate leadership for personnel
involved #n Special Education Programs. 23 30 11 10 7 16 3

3. Program Specialists provide services more efficiently than
. other specia) education personnel. 7 16 25 14 16 20 3

4, Program Specialists provide useful input in the development of
Individualized Education Programs (1EP) for Students. 20 ¥ 12 6 9 1 3

5. ) Program Specialists play a beneficial role in providing appropriate
educational services to handicapped students. 23 34 12 6 7 15 3

6. Program Specialists effectively coordinate those programs for,

which they are responsible. ¢ 19 3% 14 § 5 18 4
7. Program Specialists currently have sufficient authority to pci'fom )
their duties. ‘ 13 23 16 11 4 31 3

8. Program Specialists emphasize Services which Resource Specialists ‘
do not have time or opportunity to provide. 11 18 15 10 9 34 4

9. Program Specialists would do a better job if they nad smaller
caseloads. 20 18 18 6 7 29 3

10. Program Specialists are a valuable resource for teachers
and other school personnel. - 20 28 17 10 8 15 3

11. Program Specialists are effective in observing, consulting with
and assisting Resource Specialists, Designated Instruction and

Services Instructors, and Special class teachers. 19 27 13 11 9 19 3
12. Program Specialists Spand adequate time in evaluating effectiveness- - - - - ———— — . .

of programs for handicapped students. § 19-16 18 9 30 4
13.  Program Specialists are effective in planning programs, for

handicapped students. : 10 28 16 12 7 23 4
14, Program Specialists have enough time to, perfgrm their duties. 6 12 13 18 11 37 4
15. Program Specialists should all become school superintendents

if they do a good job. ‘2 1 9 11 49 23 5§
16. N Program Specialists effectively coordinate curricular resources

for use with handicapped students. 5 29 19 9 9 27 3
17. Program Specialists provide sufficient inservice to keep staff

updated on educational changes. § 27 15 15 12 3
18, Program Specialists are effective in assuring that students have .

£ull sducational opportunity regardless of district of residence. 10 27 15 8 4 34 3
19. Program Specialists are given inadequate support from other school

. _personnel to perform their duties. ) 2 121621 11 3 4

20. Program Specialists should be advocates for the educational rights - o

of nandicapped students. 4 27 14 4 3 14 3
21. ~ Program Specialists effectively provide leadership on the

Educational Assessment Service (EAS) team. 20 3 10 7 4 20 4
22. Program Specialists are needed for the successful implementation of '

the Master Plan. 2% 25 10 5 10 2 4
23. The work of Program Specialists results in the improved school ’

performance of handicapped students. , 17 26 16 11 8 21 3

28, Program Specialists are effective in inguring that handicapped )
students are placed in the regular classroom whenever possible. 17 30 1 10 7 2 4

ERIC 0
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changes. Some personnel interviewed resented the program specialists’ assumb-
tion that they are appropriate "child advocates" suggesting that all school
personnel are child advocates. o S

: A large majority of school personnel believe that resource specialists are
quite to extremely effective with handicapped students (70%), parents (70%),
and regular classroom teachers (65%) (see Tab]é 5). Table 7 provides infor-
mation on perceptions of school personnel regarding the specific activities
of resource specialists. In addition to expertise in instruction, whieﬁ
results in improving the educational performance of handicapped students,
resource specialists are seen by 71% of the school personnel as providing
helpful consu]tétion, resource information, and materials to students,
parents and regular staff. They are perceived as providing valuable input in
development of IEPs (82%) and as régu]arly making valid assessments of stu-
dent progress (77%). Generally, resource specialists are seen as providihg
services which regular classroom teachers do not have the time and opportunity -
(86%), or skills (60%) to provide.

Critictsm of resource specialists included only two items. Forty-four
percent of theMschoo1 personnel did not agree that resource spec%a]ists

should work only with students who are placed %n special education, and .

‘only 36% agreed that resource specialists provide services more efficiently

than other special education personnel (see Table 7). Very little criticism

of resource specialists was noted in interview data. Where criticism was

_reported, it typically was related to a particular specialist, not the role.

Related to perceived barriers to carrying out job requirements, 29% of
school peréonnel reported that program specialists do not have enough time to
perﬁprm their duties, 38% agreed that program specialists should have smaller
caseloads, but only 15% reported that these specialists do not have‘enough

authority. Fifty-three percent of the school personnel agreed that resource

Ut 44
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Table 7

5chool Personnel Views on Work of Resource Specialist

(N-257)

means  you strongl* agree
means you somewhat agree

REox=»$

means you Somewhat disagree
means you strongly disagree

weans you gon't know

Resource Specialists are effective in improving educational
performance of handicapped students. ’

‘Resource Specialists provide services more efficiently than
other specisiists. : .

Resource Specialists provide valuable input in the development
of Individualized Education Programs (IEP) for students.

Resource Specialists are iffoctive in kesping teachers up to dite ’
on curriculup innovations. )

Resource Specialists provide helpful consultation, resource infor.
mation and materials to parents.

Resource Specialists have sufficient knowledge and experience in
assisting students and/or parents.

Resource Specialists provide services which regular classroom
teachers do not have time or opportunity to provide.

Resource Specialists would do a better job if they had smaller
caseloads. N

Resource Specialists are a valuable resource for regular staff
members.

Resource Specialists provide useful information to handicapped

“students and their parents regarding instructional programs.

Resource Spociaiists effectively coordinate the special education
services for handicapped students.

Resource Specialists provide services which regular classroom
teachers do not know how to provide. ~— -~ ~ :

Resource Specialists have enough time to perform their duties.
Resource Specialists make useful revisions of 1EPs.

Resource Spacialists make it easier for regular classroom teachers
to work with their bankers.

Resource Spscialists are nesded for the successful 1mloﬁentation
of the Master Plan.

Resource Specfalists should only work with students who are placed
in special education progrims.

Resource Specialists are given inadequate support from other school
personnel to parform their duties.

Resource Specialists regularly make valid assessmants of student
Progress.

Resource Specialists have sufficient understanding of the problems
of reqgular classroom teachers. ’

Resource Specialists do not spend enough time in direct instruction
with students.

Resource Specialists provide effective instruction and services for
handicapped students.

Resource Speciaiists effectively refer students who do not make
Progress to the [EP team.

Resource Specialists are affective 1n insuring that handicapped
students are placed 1n the reguiar classroom whenever possible.

*

means neutral - you nelther agree or disagree

%)
SA A N _D__SD_ DK Blank
5 38 5 2 2 8 1
11 25 26 14 8 14 2
8 % 7 21 8 1
16 331812 8 12 1
0 4 8 5 2 13 1
2 19 9 73 8 2
s1 3% 3 2 2 6 1
% 251614 6§ 1 1
s 3 7 5.2 6 1
9 4 8 2 2 13 1"
%5 40 9 7 6 u 2
u W16 9 7 7 1
7 25 11 2019 16 2
7 813 5 3 17 3
2 5 6 12 5 10
@ 2 7 2 2 10 1
n 24 w2 71
4 16 14 30 20 16 1
8 49 6 4 2 9 1
0 s2 7 8 3 9 1
9 17 16 23 19 14 2
® 4213 2 4 10 2
19 3315 5 2 25 2
27 3912 4 3 13 2
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specialists should have.smaller -Caseloads and 39% felt that resource-spe-
cialists do not have enough time to perform their duties.

Sixty-three percent of the school personnel are personally at least
somewhat satisfied with program specialists services (see Table 5), and 50%
agreed program spec1a11sts ‘are needed. for the successfu1 implementation of
the Master P]an (see Table 6). However, mixed reactions were felt by those
who were interviewed as to how satisfied they were with the services of
program‘spedia]ists. Some thougﬁt the role of45rogram specialists was
unnecesary, or at 1east unhelpful as it is currently conce1ved. Some
others felt program spec1a11sts were important in assuring comp11ance under
“the law, prov1d1ng resource mater1a1s, informing others of spec1a1 education
p]acement opt1ons, and equalizing the delivery of services to handicapped
students. In almost all cases, it was felt that the effectiveness and cre-
dibility of a program specea]ist was enhanced when the person in the role
“spent a great deal of time at the schoo1\site, working with teachers and
students. The necessity of more "hands-on" experience was‘stressed.

Seventy-eight percent of the school personoe] areipersopa11y'at 1east
somewhat satisfied with services received from resouroe specialists (see
Table 5),,and 79% agreed resource specialists are,heeded for the successful

implementation of the Master Plan (see Table 7):’ An overwhelming number of
those who were interviewed were also quite satfsfied with the services of
resource specialists. They believe that resource specialists provide many
worthwhi]e services such as coordinating all special education resources at
the school level; acting as educator/consu]tant to school personnel and
parents; and giving handicapped studentsrthe extra help they need in order
to eventually succeed in the regular class program.

The following sections'of the report detail the perceptions of program
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and resource sﬁecia]ists-concerning their own role functioning. Comparisons
Il : of self-role pérceptjons and perceptions of other school personnel are also
- presented in these sections. “Results for program specialists will be pre-

sented next. \
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Program Specialists

Questionnaire data are available from 97 program specialists and an addi-
tional 6 program specialists were interviewed during the case study phase
of the study. Data reported here primarily reflect the responées;o; the ques-
tionnaire respondents, with perceptionézof the 6 interviewees inserted where |
they clarify or expand information obtained throdgh the questionnaires. Per-
ceptfbns of 257 school personnel regarding the program specialist role and
functioning have already been presehted. These data are summarized and

incorporated in the program specialist report where relevant to allow for

“comparisons of intended role functioning and berceived role functioning by

program specialists and these other <chool personnel.

ﬁpemographic data concerning the duestionna1re respondents and their pro-
fessional role are presented first to provide the reader with an overall
description of the sample. This is followed by a presentation of the data
organized around the questions of the study. A summary of case study infor-
mation concerning program specialists can be found in Appendix A and complete
case Sstudy reporté in Appendix B  Unless otherwise noted, all tables are
based on N = 97. Percentages for respondents who did not answer or who felt

the question was not applicable are reported as Blank/NA.

Personal Demographics

None of the sample of program specialists is 25 years of age or

'younger. Forty percent are 26 to 35 years of age, 29% are between 36 and
45, 28% are 46 to 55 and 2% are 56 or older. Nearly three fourths of the

- program specialists are female (74%). These professionals are predominantly

Anglo (89%) with a very small number of Black (4%), Hispanic (3%), Asian (2%)
or American Indian (1%) respondents. While 36% of the respondents reported

" g1,
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frequently encountering non-English speaking or limited-Englich speaking handi-
capped students in their work (62% reported occasional contact with LEP/NEP
handicapped students), only 13% of the program specialists are b111ngua1
Program specialists jdentified 30 different languages spoken by students, but
reported only 6 languages that they themcelves speak in addition to English.

Role Demographics

| Eighty-four percent of the individuals sampled reported that their pre- -
sent job title is "Program Specialist." Other titles included Coordinator
of Des1gnated Instruction and Services, (1%); School Psychologist/Program
Specialist (2%); and Area Resource Teacher (9%) Over a third of the
program specialists (39%) viewed the Director of Special Education (whether
District, Area, or County) as their immediate supervisor, while 42% reported
to a supervisor or coordinator of specialized programs (e.g., supervisor of
LH, SH, CH, PH; supervisor of identificatfon, assessment, and placement;
sﬁperVisor of program specialists; program manager for staff develgpment).
Forty-four percent of the program specialists reported that they themselves
have no supervisory responsibility. Of those who do supervise ochers, the
largest percentage reported responsibility for special class teachers (29%),
followed by resource specialists (26%) and instructional aides (20%). A
few program specialists (3%) supervise regular class teachers. Ten percent
reported other supervisory responsibilities, primarily for assessment or
IEP teams (see Table 8).

Over half (56%) of the program specialists serve only 1 school district.

Thirty-two pegcent serve between 2 and }0 diskricts. Six percent serve

between 21 and 30 districts. Program specialists usually work in several

schools, with 10 schools being the most frequently reported number. Twenty-
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TABLE 8
Perceived Supervisory Responsibility of Prdgram Specialists
(N=97)
_ Personnel Supervised © Percentage*

No Supervisory Responsibility | 44

Regu‘la“r - Teachers 3

Special Class Teachers 29

Resource Specialists - 2

Designated Instruction and Services Instructors 9
Instructional Aides 14 20
Other 10

*percentages do not total 100% since a Program Specialist
may supervise more than one type of 1ndiv1dual.

six pércent of the sample reported working in 1120 schools, and 16% between
21 to 40 schools. Ten percent reported working in more than 40 schools,
with 86 being the highestrnumber of schools reported. In traveling to
their assigned schools, program specialists reported covering an average of
134 miles per week. While 14% reported traveling at least 100 miles in a
week, 42% indicated they traveled more than that, with 10% reporting between
251-500 miles per week to cover their geographic area of responsibility.
—More than half of the respondents (55%) {eported that their primary
worksite is the district or county office whgle 25% work out of a special
room in a school building. None of the program specialists reported working
primarily in a regular classroom.

During a typical week, the average program specialist'works slightly

over 40 hours. Forty-eight percent reported working between 41-50 hours per
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week, while 4% reported from 51-65 hours of work per week.

Program specia1is£s in thé sample serve all grade levels. While most
of the sample serve primary_(84%), elementary (85%), and middle level (87%X)
programs, over half (57%) reported working in preschool programs, and 76% .
serve secondary programs (a program specialist might serve all grade 1eve15;
hence percentages exceed 100%).

Forty-three percent of the program specia]isfs in the sample work on a
teaching salary schedule, with 38% on an administrative salary schedule.
None of those sampled earns a saldry of less than $15,000 per year, with 5%
in the $15,000-19,999 range, 38% in the $20,000-24,999 range, 45% in the
$25,000-30,000 range and 9% reporting over $30,000 per year as their

salary.
, y m * /s

7
_Questions of the Study
1.0 DO PERCEIVED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS OF PROGRAM SPECIALISTS MATCH

INTENDED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS?
The intended role of Program Specialist was described in AB 1250 and
modified in SB 1870 to include a1l of the following functions:
’ (1) Observe, consult with, and assist resource specialists, designated
instruction and services instructors, and special class teachers.
(2) Plan programs, coordinate curricular resources, and evaluate

effectiveness of programs for individuals with exceptional needs.

-v—iw-—~—{3)—~9apiicipateﬁin_eachwschoo1!s staff development, program develop=-

ment, and innovation of special methods and approaches.
(4) Provide coordination, consultation and program development pri-

marily in one specialized area or areas of his or her expertise.

(5) Be responsible for assuring that pupils have full educational

opportunity regardless of the district of residence. (EC 56368)
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This description was operationalized into specific activities by an Ad Hoc
Comnittee appointed by the Advisory Commission on Special Education. As pre-
viously discussed, questionnaire items were developed based on Education Code
requ1rements and activities spec1fied in this Ad Hoc Committee Report (see
Appendix C). For purposes of the present study, the data have been collected
and organized to analyze intended vs. perceived actual ro1e performance both
in terms of the functions described in law and specific activ1t1es relat1ng
to the entire process of education of individuals with'exceptiona1 needs. A
comparison of intended and actual role performance of program specialists
will first be-presented in terms of the specific responsibilities of program
speciaiists in referral, assessment, instructional planning and p1acement,
instruction and review activities. ~

Role functioning. Nearly half (44%) of the program specialists indicated

they hqye major responsibility for the overall management of a student's |
case from referral through placement and review of progress. Sixteen per-
cent reported having full responsibility and only 3% said they have no
responsibility for the management of individual “"cases.” As described
throughuinterview data, "overall management " ﬁight include a major respon-
sibility for overseeing an\assessment team for multiple schools, receiving
referrals from schools for initial placement or reviews of placement, holding
pre-assessment meetings, coordinating all responsible parties (parents,

school personnel), reading documents on students, and generally pulling a case

together, When a§§é§§hen£‘1§icomﬁ1etéd;“a‘pfogram‘speciaiist*might_chaiﬁ —
the 1EP meeting and take responsibility for helping the group come to a con-
sensus on a placement decision. Student review meetings might be attended by
a program specialist., Nearly two thirds (63%) of other school personnel
perceived program specialists to have at least some case management respon-

sibility but only 21% perceived this as a major responsibility for the

Ly 5 R




specialists.‘
Table 9 illustrates the degree of responsibility program épeciaﬁists
reported having inugpecific special education areas. Over hﬁ]f (55%5‘of the -

program specialists reported major responsibility for coordination, consulta-

tion and/or program development in the 1earniﬁg handicapped area, with con-

siderably fewe§‘having ﬁajor respdhsibi]ity for communicatively handicapped
(19%), physicaliy handicapped (10%), and severely handicapped (18%) programs.
About half of the program specialists have at least some responsibility in
career-vocational déve]ppment (53%) and preschool handicapped (44%) areas.

+

TABLE 9

Perceived Degree of Program Specialists' Responsibility for Coordination,'
Consultation, and/or Program Development in Special Education Areas

] (N=97)
 Area _ - Dearee of Responsibility () .
' Major ~Some one Blank/NA
Career Vocational Development 6 53 31 10
‘Communicatively Handicapped 19 ¥ . R 15
Learning Handicapped | ‘ ‘55 27 12 - 6
Physically Handicapped - 10 32 4 17
Preschool Handicapped 14 a4 29 ‘12
Severely Handicapped 18 34 34 14

When asked how they distribute their work time over the course of a
school year, program specialists reported most of their time is spent in
instructional planning and placement, and student review. Thirty-one per-

cent reportéh spending no time in instryction; 41% spend no time in research.

assessment (46%), or program review (46%). Since involvement in these areas

Many indicated less than 5% of their time is spent on program development (56%)
\
|
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TABLE 10

_ Perceived Distribution of Program Speciah‘s’l:s’l Time
Between Major Areas of Work (Over a School Year)

* (N=97)
Percentage of Time - Time of Year When
, Spent in Activities Activities are Heaviest (%)
Area of Work 0 1'10,11'20 21-36 31+ B/NA Fall MWinter SpringﬁgSummer
Referral 5 61 12 7 1 13 64 17 32 1
Assessment © 10 53 13 5 3 16 35 19 40 4
" Instructional 4 s0 23 7 2 14 43 31 30 6
Plarning .
Placement ~ 1 41 27 13 7 13 57 26 3 8
nstruction 31 43 4 2 0 2 | 1 16 13 4
Student Review 1 33 24 17 15 12 | 21 28 68 12
Progran Review 4 65 14 6 0 13 1 2 a1 9
Staff Development 1 65 10 9 7 10 51 32 38 9
‘Research 4 33 0 0 0 20 3 & 10 16
Program "~ 6 6 10 4 1 16 o
Development }

of work might vary throughout the year, program specialists were asked when
activities in each area were heaviest. Referral, placement and staff
deve]obment activities are bgrceived to be heaviest during‘the fall.
Activities are fairly evenly spread through the winter,:but student and
program review as well as assessment activities are more demanding in the
épring (see Table 10). |

Perceptions of the frequency of specific professional activities in each
of these areas of work are found in Table 11. Perceived role functioning
across. the activities is operationally defined as the frequency with which

ihe”majority‘(oyer 50%) of program specialists reported they engage in these

activities. A majority of the program specialists (57%) are involved 1-2 days

o




Specific Activities by Area

Referral

Xssist school professionals in
implementing referral proce-
dures

.

Monitor overall referral process

Coodinate referrals of
community agencies

Assessment

Kssist in coordination of
assessments conducted by
other professionals

Assist other personnel in
the selection.and utilization
of appropriate assessment in~
struments and techniques

Instructional Plannin
Participate in development of
Individualized Education

Programs (1EP)

Assist IEP Team in usir;g assesﬁ- i
ment data for developing and/or
modifying IEP's

Assist teachers in selecting
materials and activities to meet
goals and cbjectives of IEP's

Consult with parents regarding
the educational planning process

Consult with other personnel in

" modifying regular education pro-
grams for students who are
ineligibie for special education
services

Placement

KssTst TEP (SAT/EAS) teams and
other personnel in pre--
paration for and follow-up of
placement

Participate in the placement
of students in non-public and
state school programs and
monitor progress of these
students as requested

Participate in placement and review
meetings in an advocacy role
for students

Assist in assuring appropriate
placement for each student

TABLE 11
Perceived Distribution of Work Time Across Specific Activities (Over a School Year)
. (N=97)
Amount of Time (%)
*Never Rarely Qccasionally Frequently Daily B/NA
-
1 13 30 k:3 | 12 4
1 16 23 pr——]

W . u 1o

3 13 1 47 371 .22 3

1 1 6 pr——] 2
1 0 14 ] 3
2 14 | i) 151 7 2
Q 9 e 501 13 1

I . w— L3 6 2 2

19 20 [

*Never
Rirely s 1.5 days per year
ficcasionallys 1.2 days per month
Frequently = 1-2 days per week
Daily = more or less daily

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s never engage in this activity

[T = categories of frequency. in

which the largest majority
{over 50%) of program spe-
cialists reported engaqging
in the activity

El
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TABLE 11 (continued)
Perceived Distribution of Work Time Across Specific Activities (Over a School Year)

Specific Activities-by Area Never Rarely  Occasionally  Frequently Dafly B/NA -

‘Provide ongoing consultation with

{nstruction

teachers regarding pew and 2 7 | 4] 38| 22 2
innovative methods, approaches,
and materials

Monitor to see that [EPs are - '
appropriate and fully imple- 1 8 30— 1.1 19 4

" mented

Coordinate use of curricular
resources required for success-

ful IEP implementation 6 9 291 3 a4
Work with students one at a2 time PR . E—LA 1 11

Work with small groups of students  [3Z - 3I] 26 9 2 2
Coordinate instructional pro_ciram

betweén the home and school 8 M o0 1 1.

Student Review
Kssist teachers and others in

documenting student progress 1 . 13 [3:__7_5‘] Y S

Assist teachers and other pro- u

fessionals in preparing for 0 9° Br— 73] 2 .5

annual or requested reviews -

Assist in assessing program

effectiveness for students - 5. 10 E—— ] 2 4
Program Review
Observe resource specialists,

designated instruction and
services instructors, and
special class teachers

23 . %

o~
~

Coordinate informal and formal

program reviews at school site 5 B—2 0 7 4

and/or SESR level

Consult witis teachers, adminis- *
trators, and parents regarding

the operational aspects of a 0 6 ] 13 5

program

Assist in identifying need for

program change 3 8 L S § 2 2

Staff Development
Design staf? Eeveloprnent !
activities based on needs 7 20 Or— 1 4

. Assessment

Provide inservice on sfecial

topics as requested 0 17 ———— 2 2

Coordinate implementation of

staff development activities 13 2 i ——1 301

Program Development
Kssisf Tn a'é'veiopment of the local
comprehensive plan 3] 3. 6 2 1

Work with othér school personnel
in development and imp lementation

of innovative programs 7 > 14 1 2

Assist in upgrading existing

programs s v C— noo2

Assist in development of handbooks

and materials | 10 [ 18 2 2

Research .

Participate in research in SESR m 17 0 0 8 .

Write rasearch reports I 1 | 4 0 0 4

Routine Activities
Tomp Tete routine forms

Write reports

Travel for job related activities

Lol [
bt g
L
ot
o~
D‘
[a%]
o~
-

Engaqe- in telepnone communication
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‘a week in monitoring the overall referral process. Sixty-eight percent
. reported spending between 1-2 days a month and 1-2 days a week assisting

school professionals in implementing referrail procedures.‘ During -assessment,
59% reﬁorted assisting between 1-2 days a month and 1-2 days a week in coor-
dination of assessments conducted by other professionals, while the majority
(81%) reported rarely or only occasionally assisting in the selection and 3
utilijzation of appropriate assessment instrument; and techniques.

Under instructional planning and p]acéhent, ninety percent of prbgram

specialists reported they participafe in developing IEPs 1-2 days per week.
Eighty-seven percent spend this much time %n assuring appropriate place-
ments are made for each student. Two thirds (66%) rarely or occasionally
consult with other‘personnel in modifying regular education programs for
students who are ineligible for special education services.

Under instruction, 78% reported being involvéd between 1-2 days a month
and 1-2 days a week coordinating curricular resources requ{red for suﬁcessfd]
IEP implementation. The majority of specialists rarely to occasionally work
with students one at a time (67%), and never or rarely work with small
groups of stpdents (63%). Over three fourths of the program specialists

are involved at least 1-2 days a month in student review activities such as

assisting in documenting student progress (83%). Involvement in program
review activities q{ffers for many program speci;lia]ists; for example--
roughly equal numbers reported rarely (32%) and frequently (30%) coordinating
informal and formal program reviews at the school site and/or SESR level.-

A majority of program specialists jndicated that they spend at least 1-2
days per moﬁth providing inservice onvspecialrtopids (84%) and coordinating
the implementation of staff development activities (65%). However, another

34% rarely or never coordinate staff development activities.

Lo 5y
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 12 ;
Perceived Distribution of wWork Time Acro(sus ;‘;:)nctions of the Role (Over a School Year)

Amount of Time (%)

Specific Activities by function *Never  Rarely Occasionaﬂ/ Frequently Daily B/NA

Observe - )

Observe resource specialists, — )
designated instruction and 2 7 Fa] ' D’
services instructors, and
special class teacheérs

Consult

Provide ongoing consultation with N
teachers regarding new and 2 7 | 4] 38 | 22
innovative methods, approaches :
and matgrials L.

tonsult with otheér personnel
in modifying regular education
programs for students who are ¢ [ 20 4
inelegible for special education oo
services

Consult with teachers, administrators,
and parents regarding the opera-

tional aspects of a program 0 6 o 351 13

Consult with parents regarding the
educitional planning process 0 9 | 501 13

Assist ‘
Xesist schbol professionals in imple-

menting referral procedures 1 13 [ 381 12
Assist [EP (SAT/EAS) teams and other

personnel in preparation for 0 1 8 3]

and follow-up of placement

Assist teachers and other profes- v . )
sionals in documenting student 1 13 [ 0] 4

progress

Assist with coordination of assess-
ments conducted by other pro- 3 13 |4 , 37} 2
fessionals

Assist IEP Team in using
assessment data for developing

and/or modifying IEPs 1 0 14 I 1 |

Assist teachers and other professionals
in preparing for annual or re-
quested reviews 0 9 31 57 2

Assist in upgrading existing 4 17 = ' 7] 11
programs .

Assist §n assuring an appropriate

placement for each student U} 4 B 1 ;1 |

Agsist other personnel in the .
selection and wtilization of 0 9 LS 7] 6
appropriate Assessment instru- -
ments and techniques

Assist teachers in selecting
materials and activities to , .
meet qo0als and objectives 2 14 IkL] ] 31 7

in {EP

v

Assist in assessing program

sffactiveness for students 5 10 8 h 0] 2

Agsist in 1dentifying need for

program change 3 8 1% 51} 2

4

3

3

3

*Never » never engage in this activity [C1 - categories of frequency 1n

Parely * 1.5 days per year which the larqgest majority
Nceasronailys 1.2 days per month : : fovar 50%) of program spe-
Fraiquantly 1.0 days oer week - cialists Faported anqaging
D31y = mare or less Jaily . in the activity

-

L 6u
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Parceived Oistribution of Work

Specific Activities by Function

Plan - )
Design staff development activities
based on needs assessment

Work with school personnel 1n
development and implementation
of innovative programs

Assist in development of the local
comprehensive plan

-Assist in development of hand-

books and materials

Coordinate

Coordinate formal and informal pro-
gram reviews at school site and/or
SESR level

Coordinate use of curricular
resources required for successful
1EP implementation

Coordinate implementation of staff
development activities

Coordinate the referrals of
community agencies

Coordinate instructional program
between home and scChool

Montitor ¥
Fonitor to see that IEPs ae appro~
priate and fully implemented

Participate in the placement of stu-
dents in non-public and state
school programs and monitor
progress of these students as
requested )

Monitor overall referral process

TABLE 12 (continued)

Time Across Functions of the Role {Over a School Year)

*Never Rarely Occasionally . Freguently Daily B/NA
7. 20 3 I1] 1 4
A & S— 1 1 12
OO & S— | 6 2 1
U & - S— 1 18 2 2
s @ o 74
6 9 .. A— | 3 4
13 21 3 radl| 3 1
w pr—m 1 o 1

R UI & m— L3 10 o 1
1 8 B D { 19 4
I K> w—_ 1 6 2 2
118 2 [ ome—.1
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Il In terms of program development, the majority (75%) rarely or only i

occasiohally work'with other school personnel in the development and imple-
mentation of innovative programs. However, an equal number of specialists
(77%) see themselves as spending at least 1-2 days per month assisting in
upgrading existing programs. The majority (75%) of specialists heQer or

- rarely participate in research in the SESR.

In addition to activities in the specific areas of delivery of services,
routine activities such as completing forms, writing reports, travel, and
phone. commuéLcat1ons occur very frequently as part of the majority of
program speciatists' work.

If the specific activities of program specialists are grouped according

~ to the funétions described jn law (observe, consult, assist,‘plan, coordinate,
monitor/evaluate) rather than by area of work, it can be seen that the
majority of program specialists see themselves spending at least 1-2 days a
month observing, consulting, assisting, and mon1tor1ng, while the majority
see themselves as only rarely or occasionally involved in p1ann1ng activities
or engaged in some coordinative functions (see Table 12). From 1nterv1ew
data a similar v%ew emerges. While program specialists percéived themselves
as engaging in all functions, they talked more of playing an assisting and/or :
consulting role than a coordinative one. Observing usually occurs as part
of thé specialist's supérvisory reéponsibility and is done for purposes of
program review or curriculum development. Monitoring generally involves
checking for compliance in IEP implementation. Coordina@ion of assessment/IEP
teams seems to be the most frequent exaﬁplé of a coordinating rp]e.

Summary of questionnaire and case study data, Program specialists per-

ceive themselves as being involved in él] aspects of fhe delivery of services
« B

‘
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to individuals with exceptional needs, with instructional planning and

" placement, and student review activities accounting for the largest amount

of time over the school year. Perceptions of other school personnel fairly
well validate the program specialist's own perceptions in that placement
and student review are the areas where the specialists are seen as having
the greatest responsibility. Case study data corroborated the findings
from questionnaire respondents.

Related to the functions of the intended proéram specialist role, the
majority of program Sbeoia]ists perceive themselves to at least occasionally
o1ay an observing, consulting, assisting, or monitoring role .and less fre-
quently to engage ‘in planning or coordinotive activities. Very few program‘
specialists reported never performing the specﬁfic functions required by SB

1870. Other school personnel corroborate the program spec1a1ists self per-

- ceptions and a majority agree that program specialists are effect1ve in

observing, consulting with and assisting resource specialists, DIS instruc-
tors and special class teachers, as well as in coordinating those programs
for which they are fesponsib1e.

wh11e it appears that the functions and speo1f1c activities engaged in by
program specialists are genera]]v congruent with the intended role, there
are several areas in which perceptions are drscrepanta Staff development
and program development are two of the general areas in which the specialists

reported spending the least amount ofétime and yet these are clearly delineated

as important functions for the program specalist role. Many other school per-

sonnel (42%) think that program specialists do introduce innovative methods
and approaches, but 27% do not think program specialists provide sufficient
inservice to keep staff updated on educational changes. From case study

data, program specialists speak of implementing rather than initiating
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programs, but they say that they engége jn considerable staff development

activities. It seems that many specialists are involved in improving

existing programs but not in program or curriculum development or innovation.

Program specialists do provide or coordinate staff development activities,

but apparently not enough to meet the needs perceived by other school personnel,

2.0 ARE THE INTENDED RECIPIENTS BEING SERVED?

In the course of their work, program specialists interact with a

var1ety“of individuals. Table 13 lists the perceived frequency of these pro- |

fessional contacts. A majority of program specialists reported daily contact

with hand%capped students (53%), other program specialists (68%) and special

* class teachers (67%), with about half reporting daily contact with resource

specialists (49%) and special education administrators (42%). About half
reported“contact 1-2 times per week with DIS instructors (56%), principals
(42%) and school psychologists (52%), with 61% reporting frequent contact ;
with parents. About half have contact 1-2 times a month with community agen-

cies and regular class-teachers. The nature of this contact varies, however.

For example, while 53% reported daily contact with handicapped students, very

few reported working with students daily either one at a time or in small
groups (2%).

Table 14 illustrates the numbef of individuals prdgram spécfa1is£$ have
contact with ddring.a week., The most frequently reported number of handi- L
capped students seen was 5 (28%), while the number ranged from none (2%) to
200 (1%). Program specialists interact with an average of 31 handicapped
students,,s resource specialists, 7 parents,‘6 DIS instructors, 5 principals,
4 regular teachers, 6 school psychologists, and 8 special class teachers
during a typical week. They have qgntact with quite a few special class

teachers - 25% reported seeing between 11-20 per week.

m 6
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TABLE 13 |
Perceived Frequency of Program Specia]ists‘Professfﬁné]
Contact with Other Individuals’ '
| (N=97) :
Frequency éf Contact (%)
Individuals ‘ *Never Rarely Occasion- Frequently Daiiy B/NA
Coordinators of Non-Special a]]y’ A
Education Programs 6 38 37 11 3 4
Community Agencies 2 13 56 26 2 1
.Designated Instructioﬁ ana ) -
Services Instructors 0 3 3 56 3% 3
Handicapped Students ! 1 0 9‘ 36 53 1
Parents 0o 2 16 60 2 1
Principals/Vice~Principals 0 2 20 2 - 35 1
Other Program Specialists 0 1 4 26 68 1
Regular Class Teachers 1 ,14 44 ¢ 30 9 1
Resource Specialists 1 6 17 26 49 2 )
School Psychb]ogists -0 1 11 52 34 2
Special C]gss tgachers 0 0 7 24 67 2
Special Edﬁcation Adminis= 1 0 6 49 42 2
trators ’
*Never ' means no contact whatsoever
Rarely means contact 1-5 times per year

Occasionally means contact 1-2 times per month
Frequently means contact 1-2 times per week
Daily means contact more or less daily




s U U U TN e

44
TABLE 14 |
Perceived Number of People Programvs?ec;;;ists Have Contact With Per Week(%)
. N=
Role of Person Number of People .

0 1-5 6-10 11-20 21-30 31+ B/NA '

Designated Instruction and :
59 25 6

Services Instructors 2 3 0 5
Handicapped Students 2 28 11 14 8 35 6
Parents 1 2 29 1 1 0 5
Principals/Vice~Principals 0 65 26 4 0 0 5

~ Other ?rogram Specialists 1 44 37 11 0 3 5
Régu]ar Classroom Teachers 7 68 11 7 1 0 6
Resource Specialists 5 52 30 7 1 0 5
School Psychologists 1 72 15 2 0 3 6

1 4 28 25 0 1 5

Special Class Teachers

Summary. The role of program specialist as described in SB 1870
clearly ‘specifies resource specialists, DIS instructors, and special class
teachers as primary recipients of their seréices. However, program spe-
ﬁia]ists reported that in addition to providing assistance to these personnel
they spend a considerable amount of time interacting with administrators,
parents and handicapped students. Other school personnel, in both case study
interviews and questionnaires, reported 1imited contact with program
specialists, with over half of the questionnaire respondents indicating
they never or very rarely see the program specialists. Many school personnel
interviewed felt the program specialists were "spread too thin" and thus
had only limited time for interaction with many school professiona1s. Con~
tact was seen to occur most frequently with personnel who had "overlapping

responsibilities" or employees they were required to supervise. Lack of

. L. b.b.
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contact or accessability led to negative feelings towards program specialists
among some 5choo1 personnel, but school personnel, in general, be]ieve that
program specia]iéts ggg‘provjding needed services to resource specialists,
DIS instructors and special class teachers as well as to handicapped

students, parents, and administrators. - ’ .

3.0 HOW WELL PREPARED ARE PROGRAM SPECIALISTS TO PERFORM THE INTENDED ROLE?

Nearly half of the program specialists did not answer the questions
concerning credentials and experience. "Since there could be a'variety‘bf
reasons for this, it was determined to report the findings in terms of per-
centages based on number of responses in a category divided by the total
sample rather than only on those responding. However, these findings must
be interpreted accordingly. |

The program specialists responding to the question reported holding a
variety of regular and special education credentials. Thirty-seven percent
have e1eméhtary teaching credentials; 13% secondary credentials, and 4%
have credentials to teach in community co]]eges. A third of the sample
(33%) have some type of administrative or supervision credentials. Ten per-
cent reported holding a pupil personnel services (or school psychologist)
credential and another 2%, counseling credentials. Four percent have
reading specialist credentials; 8% some type of speech and hearing creden-
tial. Six percent reported having a general special education credential,

37% have credentials for teaching learning handicapped, 5% for communica-

- tively handicapped, 14% for severely handicapped, and 2% for physically

handicapped. None of the program specialists reported holding clinical
services, health services, or early childhood specia1ist credentials.

Thirty-nine percent of the.sample reported holding a master's degree;

( . o g
’ ‘
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18% in special education., Other master's degree area§ reported include
counseling and/or school psychology (3%), administration (4%), and speech
pathology (4%). Five percent of the progran specialists reported having a
doctoral degree, with 2% in special education, 2% in administration, and 1%
in counseling and/or school psychology. “

In terms of experience, two thirds of the respondents (66%) have held
their current position for one to three years; 20% for four years; 9% for 5
years; and 4% for six or more years. Prior to becoming program specialists,
the respondents held various positions as professional educators. Forty=-
nine percent were special education teachers,»ZI% taught in regular
education programs. Fifteen percent reported experiencé as resource
specialists, 8% as speech therépists, 7% as school psychologists, 2% as
counselors, and 2% as reading specialists. Five percent have experience as -
a coordinator of programs, 3% have been elementary administrators and 2%
reported experience as a director of special education. Three percent of
the sample have taught at the college 1e~e].

when asked about their familiarity wifh special education laws, 89% of
the program specialists reported that they are very familiar with PL 94-142;
another 9% reported being somewhat familiar and 2% as not familiar with this
federal law. The same percentages reported familiarity or lack thereof with
the old California Master Plan for Special Education (AB 1250). However,
only three-fourths of the specialists (73%) were very familiar with SB 1870,
with 24% reporting some familfarity with the new law, and 2% had no fami-
1iarity with the current Master Plan.

When asked yhat was the best preparation for their ;urrent job, 67% of
the program spe§1a11sts identified inservice/workshops; 65% felt informal

professional activities such as discussions with other proféssiona1s were

CEy
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'important; 59% felt formal coursework was useful, 38% identified journals

and 34% conventiéﬁs as .good preparation. Fifty percent identified on the

job training,*particulariy classroom teaching experience as a critical

. aspect of theirﬂpreparation to be prograh specia]ists. (Respondents could

answer in'more than one category, hence percentages exceed 100%.)

Table 15 lists specific pe}ceived”skills relevant for the funCtioning‘of .

L‘brogram specialists. A much higher percentage of respondents indicated they

had job=related experience than fermal training in all areas except in using
tesés for assessing educational needs. Howevef respondents, in generai,
reported they had received either formal training or job-related experience J'
which enabled them to feel very skilled in these areas. The areas in which
— program specialists feit their tyainingﬁor experience was somewhat inadequate
inc]uded using tests to assess social needs, deve]oping tests, and‘usieg
observation techniques for assessing teacher effectiveness.

Feeling that current preparation 1s adequgte, ngar]y three fourths
(72%) of the program speC1alists think there s%ould not be a special cre-
dential for program speC1aiists. Those who felt there should be a program
speC1alist credential primarily recomnended regu]ar and special education
teaching experience, counseling/consulting skills and administrative/super-
visory skills as prerequisite training and experience. In addition, the
ability to get along with peop]ewwas cited as important..

Summary . Abcording to SB 1870, a program specialist "is a sbecialist
who holds a valid special education credential, clinical services credential,
health services credential, or a school psychologist authorization and has
advanced training and related experience in the education of individuals
with exceptiona] needs and a specialized indepth know]edée in one or more

areas of ﬁajor handicapping conditions, in preschool handicapped, or career

00 gy
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) TABLE 15
l pérceived Training, Experience and Skill of Program
' Specialists in Specific Special Education Activities
| , (N=97)
l Formal Job-related De“gree of Skill (%)
| Training (%) Experience (%)
' - Not Somewhat Very
I , Area Yes No Yes No Skilled Skilled Skilled
. Screening students for 74 18 96 4 0 16 81
~special education d
Processing referrals of 53 36 92 2 | 1 12 83
students of special education ’
Using tests for assess- 91 5 94. 6 0. 2% 71

ing the educational needs
of special education students

Using tests to assess 52 a2 | 77 16 11 59 25
social needs of special
education students

Using observations to g8 13 | % 4 0 16 80

assess student needs |

‘ K -
Developing tests for | 54 39 81 14 13 57 27
_assessing needs [° , v
Developing Individual 62 30 96 4 0 5 91
Education Programs (IEP) ,
for students
~ Using the 1EP for Instruc- 55 38 91 3 1 17 77
tional purposes ’
Instriicting special 85 11 94 2 2 20 74 -

education students in
academic areas

Secially integrating 54 40 | 88 7 6 39 50
special education stu-
dents in the:classroom

Coordinating resources and 47 a1 | 94 2 1 35 59
services for students

Working with other personnel 51 38 - | 95 5 0 27 70
to provide services to special ‘ :
education students '

Communicating with parents 65 29 96 4 1 11 84
45 43

o

Using observation tech- 46 a4 85 10
niques for assessing : :
teacher effectiveness ‘

(JL 70 -




49 |
vocational development.® (EC 56368) Given these requirements, some program
specialists do not seem to possess the prerequisite credentials. Less than
two thirds of the spec{alisfé reported holding4some type of special education
credential. None of the sample reported holding cl1n1cal services, health’
services or early childhood speC1a11st credentials and fey reported hav1ng
a pupil personnel services (or school psychologist) credential.

- About half of the program specialists reported holding regular educa-
tion credentials and a third have administrative credentials. About half
of the specialists have advanced degrees. The program specialists sampled
do have a wide range of previous experiences in education, much of it in
special education and it may be that this experience has assisted them in
generating a specialized indepth knowledge of one or more areas of major
handicapping conditions. The noticeable lack in preparation and experience
is in the preschool and career vocational development areas; since none of

k them reported credentials, speciélized advanced training, or experiencé in
thesé areas (and half of them have at least some responsibility in these
areas). In addition, while over half of the specialists reported major
responsibility for learning handic&pped programs, only a third reported

having credentials in this area. These findings éorrespond to the infor-
mation available on traihing and experience of the program specialists inter-
viewed as part of the case studies. 7 )

Program specialists felt that informal professional activities such as
discussions with colleagues and inservice were the best preparation for ‘the
jobs it is likely that these activities augment information and skills
provided in formal training, since overall, program specialists believe they

\2 are skilled in providing the services that are their responsibilify.

5
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4.0 HOW IS THE PROGRAM SPECIALIST ROLE PERCEIVED TO RELATE TO OTHER ;
PROFESSIONAL ROLES IN THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM? &
Program speciaiists vieQ their role andiresponsibi]ities as distinctly
different from most other personnel. School psychologists (40%) and spe-
cial education administrators (67%) are the jndividuals with whom there is
the most perceived ovérjap. The§é are also the personnel with whom program

specialists perceive-they have-role conflict (see Table 16).

TABLE 16

Perceived Role Relationships of Program
Specialists with Other Personnel
: (N=97)

Role Responsibilities (%) Degree of Conflict (%)
. Dif- Over- Iden- B/Don't | *N S M EX
Program Specia]istg with: ferent lap tical Know :
D.1.5. Instructors & 7 1 1 77 12 0 1
Principals/Vice-principals 65 3 1 0 52 3 6 0
Resource Specialist 67 30 1 2 68 24 1 0
Regular Class Teachers 92’v 6 0 0 72 17 1 1
Other Program Specialists 21 55 20 1 60 32 2 0
~ School Psychologists 58 40 0 0 42 45 4 0
Special Class Teachers 80 19 1 0 67 25 O 0
Special Education Adminis- 28 67 2 1 30 46 14 1
trators “ :

*N = No conflict

S = Some conflict
M = Much conflict

Ex =_Extreme conflict

The views of other school personnel differ slightly from the percep-

tions of program specialists. School personnel agree that there is ré]e
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overlap with special education administrators and to some extent with
school psychologists. However, in addition, the school personnel perceive
overlap between the responsibilities of resource specialists and program
specialféts. The role of program specialist is seen by the school personne]
to conflict the most with the roles of psyCho1ogists, spgcia1 education
administrators and resource specialists. Very likely this overlap and
conflict is related to the perceived simi]arities'in the functions these
various individuals fulfill at vatidﬁs times. For examp1e, school psycho-
logists in many districts used toérun meetings, coordinate assessments and
other functions now assumed by program specialists. Often special education
a&ministrators are viewed as 1imi£ing the freedom ofuprogram‘specia1ists to
cafry out activities because the specialists lack authority. Conflict |
often arises with resource specialists when progrém specialists do not have
the time to provide ongoing consu]tation‘fegarding recommended inétructiona]
procedures. ;
5.0 WHAT SPECIFIC ORGANIZATIONAL, PERSONAL, OR ROLE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLESN
INFLUENCE PERCEIVED ROLE FUNCTIONING?

Several personal, organizational, and/or role demographic varfab]es
were hypothesized to be relatgd to overall functioning of program special-
ists. Number 6f years of experience, supervisory Fesponsibi1ity, grade
lsxe1 served, type of saléry schedule, and nqmber of years the SESR has
been functioning under the Master Plan are variables which relate to some
aspects of role functioning. Data are summarized in each of these areas.

Number of years experience in the role. The amount of responsibility

that program specialists have for the overall management of a3 student's

- case seems to increase with the number of years in the role. Thirty-eight

percent of specialists with 1 year or less of experience indicated that
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they have major to full fésponsibi]ity in comparison to 68% with 3 years

experience and 78% with 5 years of exper1ence. No real differences are

L
oNg —~ N

§ - noted between program spec1a}1sts W1th more or less experience: in terms of
how they spend the1r time in the maaor areas of act1v1ty in their work, nor
in terms of the type of supervisory responsibility they have (type of per-
sonnel supervised), or degree of responsibility for coordinatibn, consulta-
tion and/or program development in specific special educatioﬁ areas such as
LH, SH, etc. In"general years of exper1ence d1d not influence perceptions
of role responsibilities or conflict with roles of other personnel. There
“ does not seem to be a burn out; program specialists remain satisfied w{th
their work after several years in the role and in fact see themselves as
1ncreas1ngTy effective, the more time spent in the role. ‘

Supervisory responsibility. In comparing those program specialists who

have no supervisory responsibility with those who do supervise some personnel
several differences emerge. Among those who do supervise others, more of
them are serving elementary grade*ievels than either preschool or secondary
level programs. A larger percentage of those who supervise special class
teachers, resource specialists, DIS instructors, and instructional aides

are on a teaching rather than administrative salary schedule.

Both program specialists with and without supervisory responsibility
perceived overlap and conflict with the roles of other personnel, particularly
special education administrators. However, more program specialists who do
not supervise others perceived conflict with special education administrators.

In general,,having supervisory responsibility did no@ make program spe-

cialists feel they were any more effective with the individua]s they serve.

Grade level served. None of the program specialists who serve elementary

level programs reported having full responsibility for a students' case from
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referral through placement and review of progress. - At all other grade levels
at least 10% indicated ‘they have full responsibility for a student's case.

Program specialists serving secondary programs have no more responsibility
for career vocational development tﬁan those who reported serving other 1eve1s-
of the educational system. Likewise, those serving preschool programs have
no more responsibility for preschool programs than others.

Program specialists serving elementary and secondary level programs &o
ﬁét report differences in the major areas of activity in their Wbrk. There
seems to be slightly 1gss c6nf1ict with special education administrators at
the secondary level, otherwise there are no differences between program
specialists serving different_grade levels in their perceptions of overlap
or conflict with the roles of other personnel. M |

Specialists serving different grade levels do not differ in the satis-
faction expressed with their work or in their perceived effectiveness in
providing services to’others.

There are no differences in fhe types of credentials reported to be
held by program specialists serving any grade level

Type of salary schedule.“ Many issues related to perceived functioning

of program specialists have been hypothesized to be related to differences

in designation of the specialists as part of the instructional staff or

“as part of the administration. One way of pursuing this issue is through

specification of whether the speciaIist is hired under a teaching or adminis-
trative salary schedule. In fact, this seemed“to be the variable which pro-
duced greatest differences among program specialists in their perceived
functioning.

One difference between specialists employed under different salary sche-

.dules which may or may not reflect differences in functioning is in actual

U 75
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salary. In géneral, the difference between the teaching and administrative

“ salaries is about $5000 per year.

As reported in a previous section, 43% of the program specialists are

functioning under a teaching salary schedule, while 38% are employed under an

~administrative salary schedule. Nearly half (44%) of the overall sample

reported having no supervisory responsibjlity. Howevgr, of those who have no -
supervisory responsibility, 28% are working under an administrative salary
schedule.

A larger percentage of bragram specialists on administrative salary
schedules (65%) felt they had major to full responsibility for the overall
management of a student's case than program specialists on teachin§ salaries
(51%). Those specialists on teaching salaries, hqwever, felt more respon-
sibility in communicatively handicapped, learning handicapped, physically
handicapped and severely handicapped programs than specialists on administra-
tive salaries. There was no difference between the two groups in career
vocational development or preschool areas. In terms of major activities in
their work, a higher percentage of program specialistsvon administ¥ative
than on teaching salaries reported spending over 10% of their time on
referral (36% to 21%), assessment (33% to 22%), instructional planning (41X
to 28%), and program review (24% to 15%). No appreciable differences were
reported for the two groups for placement, instruction, student review, or
program development/innovation activities. A larger percentage of spe-
cialists on teaching salaries spend over 10% of their time on staff develop-
ment (41% to 19%).

When asked‘ab0ut role relationships with other professionals, more spe-
cialists on administrative than teaching salariés reported overlap in

responsibilities with principals and vice principals (43% to 27%), but the

U ?’ 6-
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groups béth perceived conf]jct with these administrators.r A larger percen-
tage of specialists on teaching than administrative salaries reported
overlap with resource specialists (40% to‘24%),”but there is no real dif-
ference between the groups in the amount of conflict perceived. '

A larger percentage of speéialisis on teaching salaries perceived
overlap (50% to 32%) as well as conflict (66% to 37%) with school psycholo-
gists and also perceived overlap with special c]asé teachers (30% to 16%).
S1ightly more program specialists on administrative salaries perceived over-

" "lap with special education administrators (79% to 69%) but'more on teaching

salaries reported conflict with special education administrators (71% to 61%).

S S N IS N W T - e ‘1
|

whether a spetialist functioned under a teaching or administrative salary
schedule did not seeﬁ to make a difference in terms of Jjob satisfaction; as
discussed previously, program specialists are, in general, satisfied with
their work. Related to their perceived effectiveneSs, again, Specialjsys on

~ teaching or administrative salaries see themselves as roughly equally
effective. The only perceived differences in effectiveness related to regu-
lar class teachers and parents. A larger percentage of program specialists
on administrative as compared to those on teaching salaries perceived them-
selves as quite to extremely effective with regular class teachers (38% to
24%) and parents (87% to 77%).

Neither prior experience nor‘credentials\appeared to relate to whether a
specialist was on a teaching or administrative‘salary schedule. That is,
relatively equal percentages of program specialists in both teaching and
administrative categories had teaching and administrative credentials and
experience.

_ Number of years functioning under Master Plan. -Data pertaining to this

variable are available only from the case study interviews. Definition of major

\‘L ‘ )
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responsibilities varies depending on how a SESR operationalizes the progrém
specialist role. The number of years of expérience any partich1ar SESR has
" had under the Master Plan seems to influence how program specialists func-
tion in that particular SESR. In the inftia] year(;) a SESR is functioning
under Master Plan, the program specialists seem to be assigned primarily a
comp1iance function. In these SESR's pgégram specialists were perceived by
others as representatives of the law; they provided information about
changes in forms an& procedures. In thosé areas where the Master Plan is
still re]htively new, program specialists are not always viewed pbsitjpe1y.
Conversé]ﬁ, the SESR's which have had several years of experignce with the
Master Plan seemed to assign program spegia1ists either geographically or -
by area of specializatioh and these specialists fulfill a larger variety of;
functions including troubleshooting for the overall special education
program, In those areas where the Master Plan has been in operation for
several years the program specialists were perceived more favorably by

others.

6.0 HOW EFFECTIVE IS THE PERCEIVED FUNCTIONING OF PROGRAMVSPECIALISTS?

In spite of problems encountered in carrying out the role requiremgnts,
program specialists view themselves as effective in providing services to
various personnel. They reported being most effective with special class
teachers, resource specialists, handicapped students, and parents. (See
Table 17). "

Schaol personne;‘also view program specialists as being most effective
with rescurce)spécialists, special class teachers and handicapped students.

Perceptions of specialists themselves and School personnel agree that program
f

specialists are least effective with regular class teachers.




TABLE 17
Perce1ved Effectiveness of Progr?m Spscialists in Providing Serv1ces
N=97
Provide Services For: - Degree of Effectiveness (%)

Not Somewhat  Quite Extremely B/NA

D.I.S. Instructors 7 34 41 10 7
Handicapped'Students 0 11 52 33 4
Parents 0 19 54 27 1
Principals/Vice-principals 1 28 58 . 10 3
Other Program Specialists 2 59 22 3
Regular Class Teachers | 12 52 24 9 3
Resource Specialists 5 13 42 31 3
School Psychologists 4 29 51 14 2
Special Class Teachers o 8 s 36 4

Data regardingrperceptions of school personnel on the effectiveness of
program specialists in specific activities and functions have been presented
+ in the section on school personnel. In general, while it can be said that
program épec1a1ists are perceived as providing effective services, some cri-
ticisms are also noted by 1ndiv1qua1s interviewed. However, in almost al
cases it was felt that effectiveness of program specialists was enhanced
when the person in the role spent a great deal of time at the school site
working with teachers and students.

As previously reported nearly two-thirds of the school personnel are
personally satisfied with program specialists services and half agree
program specialists are needed for the successful implementation of the

Master Plan.,
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7.0 WHAT PROBLEMS ARE PERCETVED AS IMPEDING EFFECTIVE ROLE FUNCTIONING OF
PROGRAM SPECIALISTS?

A majority (54%) of the program specialists are at least quite

satisfied with their work; only.2% indicated total dissatisfaction, with

24% reporting themselves as somewhat satisfied. Twenty bercent are extremely

satisfied. |

* Program specialists did report problems in role functioning, however.
The most significant barriers to carryiggaéut job requirements are per-
ceived to be lack of time, too large a caseload, and lack of authoriéy (see
Table 18). Thirteen percent reported other problems including lack of ade-
quate funding, lack of direction from federal and state levels, paperwork -

lack of clerical help, distance between sites, and districts'

TABLE 18

Perceived Problems Preventing Proqram Specialists
From Carrying ?gtgggb Requirements

Problem : Degree of Problem (%)

Not Slight Moderate Extreme B/NA

Administrative problems at SESR 28 - 37 24 5 6
level :
Administrative problems at local 16 32 34 11 7
level ,
Lack of authority to carr} out
duties 23 20 35 21 2
Lack of time 6 16 37 41 0
Lack of support from others 30 44 22 3 1
Caseload too large 23 18 47 9 3
Lack of training in specific 42 45 9 3 3
areas :

Other o 11 -2 9 87
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vigw of them as outsiders. Program specialists who were interviewed also

felt they were spread too thin by constraints of time and distance to be
covered. Other specialists spoke of being "outsiders" with the responsibility
to ensure compliance, but without the needed authority to require that tﬁe
laws be followed. As previously reported, 29% of school personnei agree

that program specia]iéts do not have enough time to perform their duties,

38% agree that progra@BSpecia1ists should have smaller caSe1od§§?“but ohly

15% think that the specialists do not have enough authority.

8.0 WHAT CHANGES IN THE PROGRAM SPECIALIST ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES ARE
NEEDED TO INCREASE EFFECTIVENESS? " 5

~',In terms of their perceptions of how the ro]e%shou1d ideally be carried
out, most program specialists agreed that they are spending the appropriate
amount of time with the indiV1dua15 they serve (see Table 19). One notable
exception is that half of the program specialists believe they should spend
omore time with regular classroom teachers. This opinion was never voiced
during the case study interviews, however. o 1. 4

While most program specialists viewed time §pent on various activities in

their work areas as appropriate, over half of them feel they should be
spending more time in ongoing consultation with teachers (56%), in modifying
the reqular education program for ineligible students (53%), and working with
other pé;sohne1 to develop and implement innovative programs (71%). The
major area where they would reduce time spent js in routine activities.
While most program specialists spend very 1itt1e time participating in
research activities, over half (51%) indicated they feel they should spend
more time inOdiCEBﬁiq research (see Table 20). However, others were relieved

that this component of the role of pragram specialist was removed by SB 1870.
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TABLE 19
Des1red Frequency of Contact of Program Specialists
With Other Individuals
- (N=97)
Degree of Contact (%)

Less More Same B/NA

Co&rdinators of Non=-special Education

Programs _ ﬁ 0 | 21 72 7
Community Agencies . ] o 3 e 2
DIS Instructors o 0* 12 - | 84 4
Handicapped Studeﬁts : 0 23 74 3
Parents 1 18 19 23
Principals/Vice-principals 2 13- 81 3
Other Program Specialists 1 14 - 83 2
Regular Class Teachers 0 50 49 2
Resource Specialists / 0 @11 85 4
School Psychologists / 1 11 85 3
Special Class Teachers _// 0 27 70 3
Special Education Admin1str§£ors . 5 10 80 4

| '>

While 27% of program spec1a1ists are satisfied with the current defini-
tion of the role and responsibilities, 44% would make changes in the W
program specialist role. Table 21 lists the changes recommended. The most
significant changes include increased authority and better definition of
responsibf]iﬁies. Program s;ec1a1ists interviewed would like more involve-
ment in-the "evqutiohary process of the law" and more input into program
decisions. Currently, 1£ was §a1d that program specialists are responsible
for implementing programs developed by special education administration,
but that their expertise is ndt being used in making those program

decisions. ’
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TABLE 20

Program Specialists Perceptions o{NIg;;lized Work Time Olstrlbution

< Activites by Area

Referral
ssist school professionals in
imp iementing referral
procedures

-

Monitor overall referral process

€oodinate referrals of
community agencies

Assessment

KssTst in coordination of
assessments conducted by
other professionals

Assist other pé$!a$qgl in the
selection and utiTization of
appropriate assessment ine.
struments and techniques

Instructiondl Alatmin
articipate in deve
{ndividualized Educa
grams (1EP)

nt of
)nal Pro-

Assist 1EP Team in using assess-
ment data for developing and/or
modifying 1EPs

Assist teachers in selecting
materials and activities to meet
goals and objectives of IEPs

Consult with parents regarding
the educational plinning process

Consult with other personnel in
modifying regular education pro-
gram for students who are
ineligible for special education
seryices

Placeme

Assist IEP (SAT/EAS) teams and
other personnel in preparation
for and follow-up of placement

Participate in the placement
of students in non-public and
state school programs and moni-
tor progress of these students
as requested

Participate in placement and review
.meetings in an advocacy role

. for students _

Assist in assuring appropriate

placement for each student
I

Instruction

Provide ongoing consultatiOn with
teachers regarding new and
innovative methuds, approaches,
and materials

Monitor to see that 1EPs are
appropriate and fully
imp temented

Coordinate use of curricular
resources required for successful
1EP 1mplementation

Work with students oni at A time

Work with small qroups of students

Coordinate instrgctinnal program
betwasn the home and $chool

Desired Frequency of Activities (%)

Less More Same B/NA
9 11 - 75 4
2 6 . 86 6
2 6 87 > 5
3 10 81 5
| 19 78 3
2 10 -85 3
0 5 ) 4
1 34 62 3
0 19 _ 79 2
0 53 a3 4
0 3 93 4
0. ‘11 84 5
2 16 . 74 8-
0 9 87 4
o 56 a1 3

* 4
3 40 53 a
2 47 46 s

-2 a0 87 1

<3 ] 13 60 a
1 25 59 5
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TABLE 20 {continued)
Program Spacialists Perceptions of {dealized work Time Distribution

Desired Frequency of Activities (X)

l ' Activites by Ares

Student Review
Kssist teachers and others in
l documenting student progress

Assist teachers apd other profes-
sionals in preparing for annual
or requested reyiews

Assist in assessing program
effectiveness for students

Program Review
Observe resource specialists, de-

signated instruction and ser-
vices instructors, and special
¢lass teachers

Coordinate informal and formal
program reviews at school site
and/or SESR Tevel s

Consult with teachers, administrators,
and parents regarding the opera-
tional aspects of a program

Assist in identifying need for
program change

Staff Development
Design staft Eevelooment activities
based on needs assessment

Provided inservice on special
topics as reguested

Coordinate implementation of
staff development activities

Pro?'am Develognt
ssist 1n development of local
comprehensive plan :
wWork with other school personnel in
development and implementation
* of inngvative programs

 Assist in upgrading existing
programs

Assist in development of handbooks
and materials

Research .
Participate in research-in SESR

Write research reports

foutine Activities
\ TompTete routine forms -~ -

Write reports
Travel for job related activities

Engage in te1epnor:e communication

O

ERIC
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Less More

Same

8/NA

43
11
22
23

39

17

19

26

43

35

37

39

n

49

26

51

16

- 57

85

59

59

75

69

69

51

62

57

57

25

47

69

35
58

58
60
59
73

3
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~ Table 21

Changes Recomﬁended by Program Specialists for the Role

o P N=43
f . Percentage
Increased authority 2 .
“Better definition of responsibilities , 33

More time for curriculum and program
development - 28

Leadership role:
More involvement in assessment process

and IEP team activities 14 .
~Eliminate peer evqjuations 14
Change in title : h , 12

More administrative support
Sa1ary increase

Less time on paperwork

Less time foﬁ\gggtings

Fewer changes in procedures

S P AN O

More time with parents, students and staff

JN\‘\The final section of resu1ts presented includes the perceptions of.
\xé\gso rce specialists regarding their own role functioning and perceptions

.of other school personnel pertaining to resource specialists.,
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Resource Specialists

One thousand and six resource speciaiists responded to the questionnaire.

In addition, 20 resource specialists were interviewed on site in six SESRs.. .

Data reported in this 'section are based primarily on the 1006 questionnairé;
respondents. Perceptions of the interviewees are added where they clarify
or augment questionnaire data. Percepfions of 257 school personnel regarﬂing
the resource specialists' role and functioning have already been presénted.
Tﬁese data will be summarized and incorporated incthe resource specialist
report to allow for comparisons of intended role fu;ctioning and perceived
role functioning by resource specialists and other school personnel;
Demographic data cdhcernihg respongents;and the resource Speciaiist
f61e>a}e presehted first. This will be followed by a presentation of the
data organized around the questions of the study. A sﬁmmary 6? case study
information concerninguresource specialists can“be‘found in Appendix A and
éomﬁlete case study reports in Appendix B.: Unless otherwise noted, all
tables are based onfsgwﬁbof 1006;* Percentage% for respondents who did not

answer or who felt the quesfion was not applicable are reported as Blank/NA,

Personal Demographics

The largest percentage of resource specialists are in the 26-35 year old"

~age range (38%). Thirty percent are 36-45, 23% are 46-55, g% are 56 or

older, and 1% are 25 or younger. They are predominantly female (80%) and
Anglo (92%). Small numbers of Black (3%), Hispanic (2%), Asian (2%) and
American Indian (1%) specialistS'responded to the questionnaire. Seventy-
nine percent reported at least occas1ona1 contact with non-English speak1ng'

or limited English speaking hand1cagpe students, while 20% indicated they

never encounter LEP/NEP handicapped students. E1ghty—six percent are not

L. 86
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bitingual themselves. Forty-eight'ﬁifferent languages were identified as

being spoken by LEP/NEP hand1capped 'students with 21 1anguages being spoken

by bilingual rf§32255’5¢EC1a115ts' &

Role Demographics

Ninety-nine percent of the resp}ndents reported their ‘job title as
being "Resource Specialist." A th1r§ (37%) tisted the principal or vice-
principal_as their supervisor, 22% are supervised by program spec1a11sts,
‘and 12% report to the director of specta] education. The remainder report
to some special education administrator in the 'district or area. Less than
one percent viewed the psychologist as their supervisor.

Most of the resource specialists (86%) have one aide. Nine percent |
reported 2 aides, while 3% reported having no aides, The vast majority
work in one district (98%) and one school (89%). Nine percent work in two
schools, 1% reported serving between 3-10 schools and another 1% serve
11-20 schoo1s. Resource spec1a11sts work either in a spec1a1 room in a
school bu11d1ng (60%) or in a regular classroom (28%). Nine percent work
in other locations such as a trailer or the school office. Seventy percent
indicated that they do not have to travel. Of those resource specialists
who do trave] 23% travel between-1-25 miles per week and only 7% rep\“%@d
traveling more than 25 miles to cover their responsibilities. Ninety miles’
was the largest area covered. Seven percent of the resource specia1ists
are half time; 64% work between 21 and 40 hours per week as a resource
special%st. Twenty-two percent indicate spending an additional ten hours
per week on the job. ‘

The majority of resource Specia]ists in the sample serve primary (57%)
and e1ementary (57%) age popu]ations. Twenty-two percent work with middle

grade students, 22% w1th secondary students and only 3% work with preschool
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“students. (A resource specialist might serve several grade levels hence per-

centages exceed 100%.)

Many of the resource specialists have non-instructional duties. Table

22 lists these responsibilities. Only 11% of the respondents

I

TABLE 22
Perceived Non-InstructionA] Duties of Resource Specialists
(N = 1006) « ST
Duties ; ) Percentage*
Playground Supervisor . | ﬂ 41%
Bus/Lunch Supervisor 20%
School Site Council 23%
District CommitteéTAssignments : BO%H
Building CommitteefAssiqnments " 42%

n
o
b

*Percentages do not total 100% since a resource specialist may have
multiple duties.
) L

* . . * . » "
reported having no non-instructional duties. ;

Virtually all resourceispecia1ists (97%) are functioning under a téééhing
salary schedule. Forty-three percent reported earning $20,000~24,999 pef year,
35% are in the $15,000-19,999 bracket. Twelve percent earn $25,000-30,000
per year and only 1% reported a salary under $10,000 per year.

Question§ of the Study

1.0 DO PERCEIVED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS OF RESOURCE SPECIALISTS MATCH
INTENDED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS?
The intended role of the resource specialist program was described in

AB 1250 and modified in SB 1870 to include, but not be limited to, all of the

UL . Y

2
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following:

(1) Provision for a resource specialist or specialists who shall pro-
vide instruction and services for those pupils whose needs have been iden-
tified in an individualized education program developed by the individualized
education program team and who are assigned to regular classroom teachers
fotj a majority of a school day.

(2) Provision of information and assistance to individuals with excep-
tional needs and their parents. /

(3) Provision ofyconsultétion, resource information, and material

regarding individuals with exceptional needs to their parents and to regular

#

*staff members . ” “ 'y

i

(4) Coordination of special education services with the regular school
programs for each individual with exceptional needs enrolled in the resource
specialist program. “

(5). Monitoring of pupil progress on a regular basis, participation in

"the review and revision of individualized education programs, as appropriate,

and referral of pupils who do not demonstrate appropriaté progress to the
individualized educat1on program team. ;

(6) Emphasis at the secondary school level on academic achievement,
career and vocational development, and preparation for adult Tife (EC 56362).
The Conm1ss1on for Teacher Preparat1on and L1cen51ng has further operation-
a11zed the role of the resource spec1a11st by detailing specific skills,
knowledge, and performance competencies required for a resourqg specialist
certificate of competence. These competencies are related to the following

functions:

)

a) the\ggﬁZ%Tfing function,

b) the coordination function,
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¢) functions related to the imp]ementétion of laws, regultations, and

other compliance requirements,

d) staff development and inservice education function,
e) the parent education function, and

f) the ins%ructioha1'function.

(see Appendix C). -

* For the present/study, the data are organized to permit analysis of in-
tended vs. actual role performance .both in terms of these functions and
specific activities relating to the entire process of education of individ-
ua1s with exceptional needs. The first comparison of intended vs. actual
role performancé of resource specialists will address the specific respon-
sibilities of resource specialists in referral, assessment, instructional
planning and placement, instruction and review activities.

Role functioning. The majority of resource specialists indicated that

they}have either full (62%) or major (35%) responsibility for the overall
manageMentwff a stddent‘s case from referral through placement and rgview
of progress. For example, most elementary level resource specialists who
werérinterviewéd reported that they were the primary recipiént (at the
school site) of referrals for students not making appropriate progress;
that they were responsible for consulting with personnel about the appro-

. priateness of these referrals; that they conducted some type of assessment;
(some, in addition, coordinate the assessment work of others) that as mem-
bers of their school's IEP team, they helped in developing IEPs and making
placement decisibns; and all were involved in the review of students'
progress. At the secondary level, resource specialists indicated involvement
in the same iype of activities, with the exception that frequently, referrals

go to school counselors, not resource specialists.
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" When asked how they distributed their work time over the course of a

school year in major areas of activities, resource specialists reported
most of their time being spent in assessment, instructional p]anning and
jnstruction. A third of the resource specialists (35%) spend more than 50%
of their time in instruction. The vast majority‘(Bs%);spend less than 5%
of their time on staff development and two-thirds spend less than 5% on
referral (65%), piacement (68%) and program development (68%) activzfies.

- Resource'spec1a1ists view referral, §§ses§ment, planning, and placement
é;tivitiesvas presenting the greatest déﬁand on their time during the fall,
with instruction having most emphasis in winter and student review activities

greatest in the spring (see Table 23).

TABLE 23

Perceived Distribution of Resource Specialists' Time Between Major
Areas of Work (Over a School Year)

(N=1006)
Percentage of Time Time of Yea; When

Activities are Heaviest

Area of Work 0 _1-10 11-20 21-30 31+ B/NA|Fall Ninte£ %pring Summer:
Referral 3 8 5 1 % o7 23 ‘2 1
Assessment % 51 32 7 2 7|66 31 1 2
Instructional  *0 60 28 3 1 7163 30 1 3

P'lanning - I E T T

Placement "1 86 3 %0 * 10 | 61 31 26 2
Instruction w0 3 6 8 77 6|4 54 4 4
Student Review . 1 79 10 *0 1 9)e3 22 69 5
' Staff Development 10 76 0 0 0 14|43 22 2 0
Program Development 6 71 2 *0 1 21 36 16 19 6

* = (0010%
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Perceptions of the frequency of specific professional activ}ties in
each of these areas of work are found in Table .24, Perceived role function-
ing across the activities is operationally defined as the frequency with
whiéh the majority (over 50%) of resource specialists repértéd they engage in
thése activities. In the referral process, over threeffourths of the
resource specialists are invo]ved between 1-2 days a month and 1-2 days a
week in receiving and screening referrals made by other school personnel
(81%) and coordiﬁating and monitoring referral procedures (76%).

During’asséssment, 89% reported being involved in conaucting formal and/or -

informal assessment of students at least 1-2 days per week. Seventy-nine
percent are,occasionally to frequently involved in coordinating assessment

procedures; 85%»are involved at least 1-2‘days a week in assisting parents

_and others in interpretation and utilization of student -assessment findings.

A1l of the resource specialists interviewed were responsible for academic
testing. <One respondent claimed that it was the resource specialist's

job to do "most of the testing unless ah IQ or personé]ity test" was needed;
then a psychologist was requested. A few resource specialists interviewéd
"take responsibility for coordinating assessment work done by other specia1~v

ists" (e.g., psychologists, nurses, speech and hearing therapists). Some
’ AY

_resource specialists reported doing sensory-acuity,’

g_senso sesory-motor _and apti-
tude testing. In some schools resource specialists ;j:gthed with psycholo-
gists or program specialists on selecting appropriate tests for students and
interpreting the findings.

Under instructional planning and placement, eighty-one percent of

resource specialists are involved at least 1-2 days a week in coordinating
the development of IEPs for handicapped students. The majority spend at

least 1-2 days a month assisting teachers (80%) and consulting with parents
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’ TABLE 24

Perceived Distribution of dork Time Acrosﬁu’s%ggt_;tc Activities [Over a School Year) 7
»
. v Amount of Time (%X}
"Specific‘ktw&es by Ares ) *Never Harely  Occasionally Frequentiy Daily B/NA
Referral » . -
Tnitiate referral process ) T ) 3
| for specific students - 6 .o T kM| 5 i
L s N .
| Refer special education students .
who do not indicate appro- .
priate progress to the local _ : L

1EP team 2 [(— 5] 18 - 1 2

»

Receive and screen reéferrils L , :
made by other school personnel 3 5 | i+ 2 %l 0 10, 1

toordinate and monitor referral . Lo - -
« procedures for specific stu- -
. dents at school site : 3 4 == » Lx2 TR U 1

Assessment
$sist In interpretation and _
utilization of student assess-,

nent findings 0 1 13 o] !

tonduct formal and/or informal

assessment of stugents 0 1 10 3] 1

Assist parents in undarstanding ] ’ e
* assessment. findings ’ 9 1 13 B2 1 .
Consult with reqular classroom /' ’ -
teachers in the identification
N and assestment of learning ind s - N .
. pewavioral patterns of handi- . ' y
capped students i 9 | 4 3 LYA| 13 1 .
Secure parental consent to .
conduct assessment 1 3 ¢ 3T 57 5 2
- N S
. \ Coordinate assessment procedures 2 4 [Z2 571 13 2

Ingtructional Piannm%

ssist teachers in selecting
instructional methods and
materials to mest goals and .
abjectives of (EP 2 17 A3 30 ] 1 i

Coordinate the development of . ) ,
- IEPs for handicapped. students ] 1 M6 | ) SO 2

Ass1st in coordination of IEP : )
eetings 1 1 =X 1] 8 3

fonsylt with parents reqarding
the educational planning v 7 4
process o] 3 133 ] 89} 5 9

fonsult with teacners in the
utilization of evaluation

@~ T 7T as for modification of - . ;
fastryction and curticulum 4 i 2 7] 4 i
Congult in the development of “ j
presvocational and/or Jocks
t4onal glans for mandicapped . ) y .
students I T 5 18 11 P-4
#
P lacement v . 7

Farticipate with 1EP team
tn making placement recom-
mendations for handicipoed ) : )
students i i {728 A3 ] i

Participate in placement and
review meatings th an advocacy
role #for studests

16 i 3

B
(]
-

*Never 5 AmasP WAGIQE In Phis ativity o [T e cateqories of frequency
Parmly % 1.5 Jays per gedr . in whicn tne Tsrdqest
Oeeasianaily » 140 gays per montn myjority (over 50%) of
Fraquently ¥ 10 Jays per wesk FASOurCH SORCHATISES FACLVted
Dasly » moea or ess daily gnqaning in the activity.
Q P 4
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: - L




TABLE 24 ([continued)

perreived Distribution of Wwork Time Across Specific Activities [Over a School Year)
Daily

Amount of Time (X}
specific Activities by Ares « * Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently B/NA
Instruction .
Zuperyise instruction by Resource ’ .

Spectalist aidels) 1 1 2 %] 2
Caordihate imolementation of
special education services for
handicapped students 1 6 19 @F—_—_—3ng 1
Provide direct instruyction to .
students whose needs have been
identified in a written 1EP '
and who are assigned to a regular
classroom teacher for a majority
of the school day 1
work with handicapped students
one at 3 time - 4 23 48
1 10_ 86
24

work with smail groups of
handicapped students

Coordinate implementation of
activities of Resource Spec.
Program with reguiar class- .

room curriculum

Student Review
ent progress on a
@ 1 -

ssess ‘ v
regular basis and revise 1EPs
as appropriate

Monitor progress of students who
are no longer in the Resource
Specijlist Program

fonduct review mestings in
accordance with legal requires

ments

Staff ?veig&nth

rovide resource information and
materials regarding handicapped

students to requiar staff

mamoers

Consult with teachers in the
application of classroom manage-
ment techniques .

Agsist teachers in methods to
enhance social and emotional
development of nandicapped stu-

dents within the reguiar

clagsroom

an & viriety of topics
Peogram Deveiopment T
Kssasi_’rogrn gnccuiists in
developing and implementing
innovative special aducation
programs
Assist other professionals 1n
. upgrading existing special
education programs

Routing Activities
Comlegc Forms ind weite cenorts

Travel for job related activities
Engage in telephone communication

Participate 1n mestings not

directly relates to classroom

responsidilities

Coordinate fnservice workshops

72

16

.

4
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(97%) regarding instructional planning. Eighty-seven percent spend between

1-2 days a month and 1-2 days a week assisting in the coordination of IEP

meetings, and 91% spend that much time participating with the IgP team in
making placement recommendations. The majority of the specialists do not
view their participation in placement meetings as being in an advocacy role.
Sixty-six percent of the respondents rarely or never consult in the de&e]op-
 ment of pre-vocational and/or vocational plans for handicapbed students.
Ninety-five percent of the resource specialists pfbvide direct in;%ruc-
tion at least 1-2 days a week, 88% provide direct instruction daily. Ouring
their instructional time each day, 48% work with students one at a time
(another 23% work one-to-one at least 1-2 times a week); a higher percentage
(86%3 work daily with small groups of handicapped”students. Ninety-fouf per=-

cent of the specialists are involved in supervisoring instruction by resource

specialist aides at leasf 1-2 days a wéé@jiyln interviews, specialists

reported training and supervising of aides is time consuming. However, they

felt time spent working with aides was very 1mportant since gi§en the nature

of other resource specialist resbonsibi1it1e§’(such as coordination of special

education resources) they had to rely heavily on their aides to perform instruc-

‘tion. 1In all sites visited, aides were observed working with small groups of
_;w_bmﬂ_mustudents;ﬁ”- ”

Three-fourths of the resource specia?isés (77%) engage in review of
student progress and revising ‘of IEPs at least 1-2 times a week indicqting
this is an ongoing process. Some of the methods which resourcé specialists
use to reviéw students' progress were described in the interview case
studies. They include evaluation and monitoring activities suchuaé:
periodic parent-student conferences, on-going telephone coqtact with
students' parents, periodic reports exéhanged with regular class teachers,

and testing. In addition, most resource specialists who were interviewed

-
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conduct some kind of formal annual review of each student assigned to the
Resource Spec%a1ist Program.

A majority of the resource specialists at least occasionally engage in

informal staff development activities with regular teachers such as pro-

~ viding resource information regarding handicapped students (85%). However,
over half (52%) rarely coordinate inservice workshops. Twenty-one percent
never coordinate inservice énd 22% dd‘so occasionally. Very little time js
spent in program development by the magor1ty of resource specialists. !
st of, the resource specialists engage in rout1ne activities as part

of their da11y and weekly functioning., Ninety-four percent say they
complete forms 61& write reports at least 1-2 times a week, and 54% engage
in these act1v1t1es da11y. Telephone commun1cat1on is another time con=~
suming activity--nearly half (47%) have te1ephone communications as part of
their daily profess1ona1 activities. E1ghty-§y¥ee percent reported parti-
cipating in meetings not directly related to their c1assroom responsibilities
at least 1-2 time$ a month, J

If thé activities of resource 5pec1a1isis are examined.by the functional
areas described in the required competencies for résource spedalists |
(consuiting, coordinat1on, 1mp1ementat1on/comp11ance, staff development, (7
parent education, and 1nstruct1on) rather than "area" of work it can be |
seen that the majority of resource spec1a11sts carry out activities reiated
to coord1nat1on and 1nstruct10n at least 1- 2 days a week. Many act1V1ties
related to the consuItatfcn, parent education and implementation/compliance
functions are engaged in by the majority at least 1-2 times a month. The
Teast amqnnt of time for the majority ofaspecia1ists is spent on the staff -

development function (see Tab]enzs). 3

From interview data, similar findings are reported regarding functions

P
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TABLE 25

Parceived Distribution of Work Time Across Functions of Role (Over a School Year)

Amount of Time (%)

Speci fic Activities by Function

Consultation

Assist in interpretation and
utilization of student
assessment findings

Assist teachers in selecting
instructional methods and

materials to meet goals and

objectives

Consult with parents regarding

the educational planpning
process

Assist»bther professionals in

upgrading existing special
education programs

Consult with reqular classroom
teachers in the identification
and assessment of learning and
behavioral patterns of handi-

capped students

Consult with teachers in the
utilization of evaluation
data for modification of
instruction and curriculum

Consult in the development

of prevocational and/or voca-
tional plans for handicapped

students

Coordination

cordinate implementation of
Special Edugation services
for handicapped students

Supervise instruction by Resource

Speciatist aide(s) .

{oordinate the development of

1EPs fqr handicapped students

Receive and-'screen referrals

made by other school personnel

Coordinate and monitor referral
procedures for specific students

at school gite

Assist in coordination of IEP

meetings

Coordinate implementation of
activities of Resource
Specialist Program with

reqular classroom curriculum

Coordinate assessment procedures

{N=1006

*Never Rarely (Occasionally

Frequently Daily B/NA

hy 1 IR /-3 B

0 1 13
2 - =
0 3 =

1 9 3

4 20 (KL

o] 7 1
K| 5 0

8 1 1
LyAl| 113 1
il 4 1
11 14

1 6 19
1 1 2
0 1 16
1}
3 5 =
! 3 4 3
1 1 71

56 10 1
331 16 1
66 | 8 3

= 9] ) 2

571 13 2

*Never = never eéngage
Rarely = 1.5 days per
Occasionally = 1.2 days per
Frequently = 1-2 days per
Daily *= more or less

in this activity

year
month
week
daily

Ue

o

~}

= categories of frequency

in which the largest
majority (over 50%) of
resource specialistS reported
engaging in the activity.




TABLE 25 {continued) 7
Parceived Oistribution of Work Time Across Functions of Role (Over & School vear) 6

Anount of Time (%)

Soecific Activities by Function *Never Rareiy‘ Decasionally  Frequently Daily B/NA

Imp lementation/Compiiance
ssess student progress on 3
regular basis and revise IEPs

as appropriate 1, 3 19 1 A | 0-

Monitar progress Of students who
are no longer in the Resource

Specialist Program 1 B 17 2 2

Participate in placement and ,
review meetings in an advocacy

role for students 7] 21 - 16 1 3

Conduct review meetings in
accordance with legal require-
ments 2 4 33 1A | 3 2

Secure parental consent to con-
duct dssessments 1 3 32 571 5 2

Refer Special Education students .
who do not indicate appropriate

progress to the local IEP Team 2 [T 18 1 2

Parent Education
Kssist parents In understanding

assessment procedures 0 1 13 E— 1

Provide parents with basic under-
standing of remedial methods
and techniques for their child 1 16 {50 30| 1 R

Counsel parents related to their
child's abilities, including
strengths and weaknesses 0 7 {3 [ L1 | 3 0

Provide parents with information .
as to effective utilization of

comnunity resources 6 [ 9] 9 0 2

Instruction
Work with handicapped students

one at a time 4 10 15 E— 0

Work with small groups of handi- «

capped students 1 1 2 8] g

Provide direct instruction to
students whose needs have been
identified in a written IEP and
who are assigned to a reqular
classroom teacher for a majority

of the school day 1 1 3 [—= o
Staff Development
Provide resource information

and materials regarding

handicapped students to regular
staff members 1 13 39 kL | 12 1

tonsult with teachers in the appli- .
cation of classroom management

techniques s [ZF 3 2 4 1

Assist teachers in methods to
- mnhance social and emctional
development of handicapped
students within the regular
classroom 3 23 130 26 7 1

toordinate inservice workshops

on a variety of topics a [ 4 0 1
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of the résource specialist. A]mdst uéanimous]y, the specialists are viewed
as being invo]ved primarily in instructional activities. The coordination
function varied slightly among the different SESRs. frimarily, the resource
specialist is seen as a case manager for individual students, thus coordi-
cation refers to managing individual referrals--getting all the people
involved in assessment and planning, but not coordinating the delivery of
special education services within the school (e.g., the resource specialist
is not seen as coordinating services of special class teachers or DiS
personnel).

Summary of questionnaire and case study data. While resource specialists

reported being invoived in all aspects of delivery of services to individuals
with exceptional needs, they reported most of their time being&spent in
assessmentt‘instructiona] planning, and instruction activities. Perceptions
of‘other schoo personnel coincidé with these perceptioﬁé in that assess-
ment, instructional planning, instruction, and review are the areas in
which resource specialists are seen as having the most responsibility.
Case stﬁdy daté also correspond to findings froﬁ/questionnaire respondents.
Discrepancies betwe;n intended and actual functioning are Very few.
One area of differ;nce is in assessment. The intended role only includes
coordination of asséssment not specificatidh of an active role]in assessment
activities. Operationally, however, most school districts have found it
practical to have'resource specialists conducting as well as cpordinating
assessment activities (particularly academic assessments) for the IEP team.
Emphasis on career and vocational development is agother area ofvdiscrepancy.
Two-thirds of the resource specialists rarely or never'engage in development
of vocatioha] and/or pre-vocationa]lp]ans, but nearly half of them feel they.

chould be involved in this activity. However, only 22% of the specialists
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serve secondary programs and at the time of data cbliection this provision of
Taw was Very new, thuswit is not surprising to not find this a prominent area
of activity. “ o

i

When the activities of resource specialists are examined by functions
required for the cert%fjcate of ;ompeten;é‘it is evident that specialists
do perform the reqdﬁred functions. Their primary involvement is in instruc-
tional activities either with individual gtudents or small groups of |
students, and in coordinative functions ranging from coo}dinating the'deve1-
opment of IEPs to superviéing*the instruction provided by aidés. The one
exception is in the area of staff development. Many of the resource spe-
cialists rarely provide e1ther formal or informal insérvice. Pr1mar11y
they reportﬁthat they just do not have enough time, for they a]so 1nd1cate
that this 1é/an area where they think they should be doing more--particu-
larly in providing assistance tp regular class teachéré. Pe;ceptions of
other school personnel validate the resource specialists' self perceptions.
In most cases a large majority of tﬁe school personnel with whom resource
specialists iriteract -agree that-they are effective in carrying outvthese .
functions. V |
Question 2.0- ARE THE INTENDED RECIPIENTS BEING SERVED?

\The average resource specialist reported having contact with 24-28 har-
dicapped students a week, with 5~or more sessions per student, and with each
session lasting 46-60 minutes. Sixty-eight percent indicated that their
monthly caseload is between 24-28. Twenty percent reported working with
fewer than 24 students a month and 11% reported working with more than 28
- students with the largest number being reported as 80 students. The
average resource speciaiist reported 19 as the smallest number of students

assigned in-any given month and 28 as the largest number assigned in a
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month. However, nineteen percent reported between 29 and 40 stddents
assigned in a month. Over the course of a year, students enter and leave
the program for various reasons. Fifty percent of the resource speciaHists
had between 29 and 40 students assigned during the entire school year.
Seventeen percent were assigned between 41-75 students over the school year.

Nearly all (91%) resource specialists have daily contact with students.
In addition to these contacts they interact with a number of other individ-

uals in work situations. Table 26 providés the perceived frequency

TABLE 26

Perceived Freguency of Resource Specialists' Professional
Contact With Other Individuals

(N=1006) *
Individuals ‘ Frequency of Contact (%)
*Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Daily B/NA

1. Coordinators of Non-special 7 | 7
V Education Programs 13 36 - 25 - 16 8 2
2. Community Agencies 13 52 30 4 - 0 1
3. Designated Instruction ;nd

Services Instructors 3 8 19 49 22 1
4. 'Handicapped Students . (1 1 2 4 91 1
5. Parents 0 5 21 62 11 1
6. Principals/Vice-principals O 1 7 28 63 1
7. Program Specialists 3 20 49 25 2 1
8. Regular Class Teachers {1 (1 3 15 8l 1
9, Other Resource Specialists {1 12 42 20 24 1
10. School Psychologists 1 6 27 59 6 1
11. Special Class Teachers 6 2 . 18 21 28 1
12. Special Education Admin. 5 33 - 44 13 3 2
*Never ” means no contact whatsoever

Rarely means contact 1-5 times per year

Occasionally means contact 1-2 times per month
Frequently means contact 1-2 times per week
Daily means contact more or less daily

¢ lup
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of these contacts. A majority of resource specialists indicate daily con-
tact with regular class teachers (81%) and principals (63%), and have con-
tact 1-2 times per week with parents (62%), psychologists (59%), and DIS
instructors (49%). Nearly half (49%) of the resource specialists only have
contact with program specialists 1-2 times per month, while another 25%
have contact 1-2 times per week with prograﬁ specialists. While a majority
(55%) of spegia1ists have frequent to daily contact with special class

teachers, 18% only have contact 1-2 times a month and 20% rarely have con-

‘tact with special class teachers.

In interviews with resource specialists and others, the following com-

- ments were made about the “nature" of interactions during formal procedures.

Speech therapists said that resource students frequentTy have speech and
language difficulties, and the therapist “received requests from tgg,resource
specialist for testing." Psychologists suggested part of the job was to
"help resource specialists interpret and assess findings and suggest test;
that can be used." A1l resource specialists interviewed reported contact
with parents and school professionals to discuss "assessment" of students.
Resource specialists and others also reported76n~going informal interac-
tion with sch 91 personnel, especially regu1ar/t1assroom teachers, in rela-
tion to students and programs. Although these informal consultations
generally were restricted to handicapped students, there was a "spill-over
effect" for other students. One resource specialist mentioned spending
about "1-2 hours a week consulting with special day and regular class
teachers in program development for their classes as part of informal staff
development." Throughout the interviews, resource specialists and others
spoke of informal meetings at "lunch," in "carpools" or extemporaneously,

during which consultation about individuals or programs occurred. Regular

T
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classroom teachers reported that resource specialists "brief" them bn handi-
capped students in their classes and on thei( obséb;;E}ons of classroom
activities. Resource speciaiists offer suggestions (ié_re]ation to individ-
ual students and programs) and work with'regd1ar’c1assf}ow teachrs td
coordinate schedules. In general, special day class t@aékers reported
limited contact with resource specfa]ists. Contact was reported usga11y to
be related only to placement decisions, thus limiting exchange of expertise
betwéen these special education personnel. There were exceptions, however,
and some special day class teachers ;onfirmed that resource specialists
often gave them "ideas and materials towhe1p in work with the class."

Although the interview sample was limited, there seemed to be some con-
sistency in the findings about contact between resource specia]igts and program
specialists. In one district with. increasing enroliment and a low SES, resource
specialists never saw a program specialist. Principals in this district spoke
of requesting services from prdgram specialists and receiving no reply. In

"another SESR where assignments were geographic but district and school sites
were far apart, resource specialists knew tﬁe program specialists but
rarely called upon them, unless some questions about compliance were raised.

The high school resource specialists interviewed in two different SESRs
had contact with a program specialist. In one of these districts, program
specialists were assigned to work at specific schools twice a week, so con-
tact was routinized. Program specialists were used by high school resource
specialists for advice on testing and for their knowledge of (and in one °
case, ability to purchase) appropriate materials for high school students.

Table 27 shows theﬂggmggg;of individuals in each role the resource spe-

cialists interact with during a week. In addition to the caseload of handi-

capped. students, the average resource specialist sees between 2-4 parents a

ERIC 1y
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week, 10-15 regular class teachers, and 1-2 DIS ihstrUCtors a week. Half of
‘the sample (55%) have contact with one program specialist. during a typical
week, while over a third of the resource specialists (35%) reported having

no weekly contact with a program specialist.

TABLE 27

Perceived Number of People Resourc? Specig]ists Have Contact With Per Week (%)
N=1006

Role of Person Number of People

0 1.5 6«10 11-20 21-30 31+ B/NA

Designated Instruction and

Services InStructors 10 86 1 {1 <1 {1 2

) Handicapped Students 1 2 1 ﬁ;Z 66 16 2
parents 3 1 2 1 a2
Principals/Vice-Principals 0 97 -1 0 0 0 2
Program Specialists | 35 61 0 {1 0 {1 4
Regular Classroom Teachers <1 14 26 40 13» 6 1
Other Resource Specialists 27 " 66 2 1 4 {1 4
School Psychologists g 89 4t 0 0 a4 2
Special Class Teachers 26 70 1; {1 <1 {1 v 3

Summary. SB 1870 defines individuals with exceptional needs,ﬁtheir
parents, and regular staff members as recipients of the services of resourcé
specialists. Resource specialists perceive théhse1ves as providing effec~
tive services to all of these groups, and other school personnel agree that
resource specialists are most effective with students, parents, and regular
class teachers. Caseload is defined in law as an average of 24 students
and is not to exceed 28 students. In general, it seems that most of the

specialists are not serving more than 28 students, although 11% reported

b L 11"1




| 83
working with more than 28 students and some specialists interviewed indi-
cated that they did work with students who were not "officially" in the

program, .

3.0 HOW WELL PREPéRED ARE RESOURCE SPECIALISTS)fO PERFORM THE INTENDED ROLE?

According to SB 1870: "

"The resource specialist prograﬁ s;a11 be under the direction

of a resohrce specialist who is a credentialed special education

teacher, who has had three or more years of teaching experience,

including both regular and special education teaching experience,

as defined by-rules and regu]ations of the Commission for Teacher

Preparation and Licensing, and who has demonstrated the competencies

for a resource specialist, as established by the commission for

Teacher Preparation and Licensing." (EC 56362) h

The resource qu;ia]istsgin the sample reported holding various regular
and special education credentials. Seventy-eight percent have elementary
credentials; 28% have secondary credentials, and 4% have crédent1a1s
enabling them to téach in community colleges. Eleven percent have some
type of administrat%ve or supervision credent1a1; 7% report holding a‘pupi1
personnel services credential, 7% have a reading specialist credential, and
2% have an early childhood specialist credential. Twelve percent of the
resource specialists have some general special education credential. *
Eighty-one percent have an LH credential, 8% have an SH credential. Fewer
than 1% hold PH, CH, or speech credentials. Perhaps indicating some confu~
sion,’S%aof the sample reported holding a resource specialist credential.,

(Data were collected prior to passage of the regulations for the resource

specialist certificate of competence. )

Sixty-nine percent of the resource specialists have a master s degree,

LI | |
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over half (38%) are in spec1a1 education., Other master's degree areas include
general educat1on (9%), counse11ng/schoo1 psychology (4%), read1ng/1anguage
(4%), adm1n1strat1on (3%). Fourteen of the resource specjalists (1%)
reported having comp1eted a doctorate. ‘

In terms of exper1ence, two years was most frequent]y given (29%3 as’

the length of time the respondent had been -a resource specialist in the
'd1str1ct or county of current employment. Twenty-one percent reported 3
years, 19% reported 475 years, and 6% reported 6-7 years. Eighteen percent
“of the respondentsrhare been working as resource specialists for one year.
Ninety-five percent of the reépondents reported having experience as a spe-
' c}a1 education teacher prior to becoming a resource specialist, 77% have
regular teaching exper1ence. Other professional experience reported |
includes: reading 'specialist (7%), counselor (3%), coordinator (3%), ele-
mentary adm1nistrator (3%), director of special education (3%), and-speech
therapist (2%). |

When asked aboLt their familiarity with special education laws, 70% of
the resource speciF1ists reported that they are ‘very fam111ar with PL 94-142,
Another 29% are sdmewhat familiar and 1% are not familiar with this federal
© law, In terms of?the old Ca]ifornia Master Plan for Special Education (AB
1250), 47% are vemy familiar, 44% somewhat fami11ar and 9% not familiar with
this state law. Compared to familiarity with SB 1870, slightly fewer
reported being e1ther very familiar (43%), or not fam11iar (5%), with more
resource specia1lsts (52%) being somewhat- femiliar with the current state
special education law. | ” |

When asked what was the bes!‘preparation for their current job, 69% of

the resource specialists identified formal coursework, 62% said inservice/

workshops, and 55% said informal professional activities such as discussions
ERN WESNEP

N o - Lo




85
with other professionals were important. Twenty-seven percent felt conven-
tions were useful and 26% identified journals as contributfng to good pre-
paration. On-the-job experience was another frequently identified source
of pkeparation. (Pércénfages exceed 100% because a respondent might specify
) ﬁu1tip1e'areas.) Specialists who were interviewed specified inservice and
on the jbb training as more useful than formal training and mentioned their
own experiences as parents as providing them with an understanding of the
needs of children. . b “

Tab1e 28 lists specific skills re1evant for the functioning of resource
vspgciaﬁsts. A much higher percentage of respondents indicated they had job-
‘re1ated experience than formal training in all skill areas. However, in
generai, a majority of specialists reported both formal tra1n1ng and job
exper1ence which enabled them to feel very skilled in these areas. They felt
- particularly well prepared and skilled in jnstructing special education
students. Areas where many did not believe they were skilled were in using
tests for assessing social needs of special education students (23%) and 1in
test development (23%). These were also the areas where fewer specialists
had training and job experience. |

Specialists indicated some discomfort with their role in mainstreaming.

- While nearly all had relevant tr;ining and job experience, less than half of
the specialists felt they were very skilled in socially integrating special
education students, in coordiﬂating resources and services, and in wbrking
with other educational personnel in providing serVices to‘speciai education
students. h *

When asked about the requirements for certification of resource special-
ists, 35% of the specialists agreed with the regulations on the Resource

Sbecialist Certificant of Competence. Twenty-six percent disagreed with the

s
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TABLE 28
Perceived Training, Experience and Skill of

Resource Specialists in Specific Special Education Areas
' (N=1006)

Formal  Job-related o
Training (%) Experience (%) _Degree of Skill (%)

Not  Somewhat Very

Yes No  Yes No Skilled Skilled Skilled

Screening students for special \ _ :

education 82 14 95 1 1 .28 69 .
Processing referrais of students . i

for special education . 65 28 94 2 1 24 74
Using tests for assessing the

" educatonal needs of special ) .

education students .90 7 94 1 1 1 25 72
Using tests for assessing social .

needs of special education students 54 41 66 27 | &3 58 17
Using observations for assessing | | _

the needs of special education . :
students A 79 16 93 2 2 ~ 46 50
Developing tests for assessing

the needs of special education ’ : ; ‘

- students T - 55 40 70 24 23 52 23
Developing IEPs for special . o _

~education students 82 14 94 1 1 22 76
Using the IEP for instructional . _
purposes 74 21 94 1 1 26 71
Instructing special education
students in academic areas 91 6 94 1 0 11 87
Socially integrating special | .
education students in the classroom 61 33 Y 8 6 51 40
Coordinating resources and services : :

for special education students 58 36 91 5 3 52 42
Working with other educational

personnel in providing services

to special education students 57 36 - 91 5 | 3 - 52 42
Communicating with parents of |
special education students for " . g
whom you are responsible 68 27 94 1 1 % - 11
‘Using observation techniques : S
for assessing teacher effectiveness 52 4] 71 231 16 52 28

Q
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»requirements and 31% reported not being fani]iar with the requirements. Mhen
asked for recommendations for certification, the nostrfrequent]y mentioned
_ areas of tra1n1ng and experience which were not a]ready specified in the
| requ1rements jncluded assessment and d1agnos1s public relations and coun-
seling, and time management/organizationa] skills. SpeC1a11sts who were .
interviewed stressed the importance of teaching experience, particu]arly
regular classroom exper1ence and felt that student teaching under a resource
- specialist would be very helpful. They reiterated the need for more tra1n1ng
in assessment, particularly vocational/prevocational assessment, as we]] as
public relations and counseling. |

Summary. | )

The competency requ1rement for resource spec1a11sts was not yet f}ga{1zed
at the time of data collection, thus there is no information on the number
of respondenté who were able to demonstrate the required competenC1es. ﬂ
Information on'oredentials and experience, however, indicate that most, ! but
not“all re50urce specialists -have the required credentials and experiente.
In general, resource specia]ists felt very ski]led in carrying out the &pe-
cific. act1v1t1es that are part of their job requ1rements, and felt that a

combihation of forma] coursework, 1nserv1ce/workshops, and informal, on the

job professional activities provided them w1th the training they need. -

Other school personnel agreed that resource specialists have sufficient

” - - ' I
knowledge,- skills, and experienck to provide the services required by the
- : I i

.

role. o ) ‘ ‘ o
LY N

[

4.0 HOW IS THE RESOURCE SPECIALIST ROLE PERCEIVED TO RELATE TO 0THER§
PROFESSIONAL~ROLES IN THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMf | ' ‘“
Resource specialists view their role and responsibiTitieswas distﬁnct]y

different from administratrors. However, many perceived overlap in nespon-

I

% < ) “ ‘\“
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sibilities with DIS personnel (50%), school psychologists (58%), special
class tgachers (41%), and regular class teachers (60%) . :DeSpite this peré,
ceived overlap in responsibilities with a variety of personne], the only reé]
role conflict is seen as existing with regu1ar class teachers (38%) and with
school psychologists (24%) (see Table 29). These perceptxons are reflected

in interview data as well.

- TABLE 29

"Perceived Role Relationships of Resource
Spec1a11sts With Other Personnel

(N=1606)
-7
/jf“ » Role Responsibilities (%) Degree of Conflict (%)
; . ) . »
b . : . Dif- Over- Iden- B/ *N S M EX
~ ) ferent lap tical Don't "
Resource Specialists with: Know
D.I.S. Instructors 43 50 1 3 71 19 2 1
Principals/Vice-principals 75 22 0 0 71 17 3 1 s
Program Specialist s 3% 1 4 le 16 4 1
* Regular Class Teachers - ., 36 60 1 0 48 38 5 1
Other Resource Specialists 16 25 47 8 \ 74 10 2 2
School Psychologists , 39 58 1 2 62 24 5 2
Special Class Teachers 50 41 2 4 79 9 1 0
special Education Administrators 74 19 1 4 | 68 18 3 1

No conflict
Some conflict
Much conflict

= Extreme conflict

uauu

*N
S
M
E

The views of other school personnel in both interviews and questionnaires
correspond closely to the resourcé»specia]ists' own perceptions of overlapping

responsibi]itieé. One difference is with program specia]iéfs. Other thén

'E
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administrative personnel, resource specialists perceive less overlap with
program specialists than with any other’roles; whereés many other school per-
sonnel view the program and resource specialist roles as havin%'overlipping
responsibilities. This may be a function of the lack of understanding pany
school personnel have regarding the overall néture of the program specialist
role. Thus, these specialists are seen as performing actiQities and func-
tions similar to the resource spécialist. -

Related to role conflict, other school personnel agree with resource

épecialists that the greatest conflict in role responsibilities is with regu-
‘lar class teachers and school psychologists. This likely reflects the shéred
responsibility for instruction between resource specialists and regular class
teachers and the incrgasihg role resource specialists seem to be playing in
assessment . ﬁpgcific problems noted in interview data between re§ourc;,spe-
cialists and regular class téa;pers deal with a lack of clarity in terms of
role definition. The regular teacher often views the specialist as a
“tutor," whose job is to assist the handicapped student in completing work
assignmenté given in thé‘regular class. Resource specialists view their
responsibility toward a student as working on a general problem (e.g,,

reading deficit) and want to use their own curriculum and instructional

practices.

5.0 WHAT SPECIFIC ORGANIZATIONAL, PERSONAL OR ROLE DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES
INFLUENCE PERCEIVED ROLE FUNCTIONING.
Several personal, organizational and/or role demographics were hypothe-
sized to be related to overall functioning df resource specialists. Number
of years of experience and grade level served are variables which relate to

certain aspects of functioning. Data are summarized for each of these

variables.
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‘Number of years experience in role. In general, the number of'years of

experience seemed to make no difference in terms of perceived extent of
involvement in the various activities described for role functioning. No
differences were noted in perceptions of role ke]ationships witﬂrother per-
sonnel or perceived conflict with other personnel according to the number
of years in the role; likewise the resource specialists with differing
amounts of expekience in the role seemed to feel equally effective with
those they serve. The only area in whiéh the specialists differed slightly
according to experience was in terms of job satisfaction. Seventy-one per-
cent of the specialists who had been in the role only one yéar are quite to
extremely satisfied. After two years the percentage was 73%, after three
years 76%, and 78% after four years. After 5 years of functioning as
resource specialists, job satisfactian leveled off at 72% who are quite to
extremely satisfied. When interviewed, resource specialists who were rela-
tively new on- the job indicated they felt overwhelmed. Those with more
experience were more comfortable with most'aspects of the job.

Grade level served. The variable which did seem to interact in how

resource specialists function was that of grade level served. In general,
primary and elementary resource specialists reported more non-instructional
duties than resource specialists working at the secondary level.

In terms of specific activities representative of the functions resource
specialists are supposed to perform, there was no difference in the éXtent
to which elementary and secondary resource specialists coordinate implementa-
tion of special education services for handicapped students. A larger per-
centage of elementary than secondary resource specialists (66% to 50%)
reportedrthat they consult with regular classroom teachers at least one to

two days a week in the identification and assessment of learning and behav-

ioral patterns of handicapped students. Secondary specialists interviewed
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indicated contact with regular class teachers as a problem befause of the
1arge number of teachers in a high school with whom they shoulld interact for
each student. There is no difference in the extent to which specialists at
different levels of the educational system conduct review meetings in accor-

dance with legal requirements (compliance/implementation function). There is

also no difference between specialists functioning at different levels of the
_system in the extent to which they provide parents with a basic understanding

of remedial methods and techniques for their child (parent educatien

function). In terms of coordinating inservice workshops on a |variety of
r

topics (staff development function), 32% of secondary resource specialists

never coordinéte inser@ice; 14% of elementary resource specialjists never
coordinate inservice workshops. Roughly ?5% of the specialists at each level
occasionally coordinate inservice activities. '

When asked how they divided their time in the major éreas f their
work, there were no differences by age level served in the amount of time
spent in referral. For all specialists this was a low percentage activity.
A higher percentage of elementary than secondary resource specialists (51%
to 38%) reported spending more than 10% of their time on assessment. No

differences were reported between the two groups for instructiopal planning

and placement activities. A slightly higher percentage of secpmdary than
elementary resource specialists reported spending more than 10%lon instruc-

tion (100% to 93%). No differences were reported in student review or

program development activities--both low percentage activities.|A slightly

higher percentage of elementary than secondary spécia]ists reported spend-

ing any time on staff development (90% to 82%). No real differeYces were
reported between elementary and secondary resource specialists in their

feelings of overall responsibility for the management of a student's case.
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No real differences were reported between elementary and secondary
resource specialists in the nuﬁber of sessions per week with students they
serve, although a highe; percentage of secondary sessibns last 46-60
minutes. Tpere seems to be no difference between elementary and secondary
resource specia]istsvin terms of caseload of students or- in the numbers of
other people they have contact with in their work.

’In terms of perceptions of role relationships and conflict with other

profession&]S the only area of differences according to the level served

_ re]ated to spécia] class teachers and special education administrators. A
larger percentage of secondary than elemggtary specialists reported both
overlap (§2% to 40%) and conflict (20% to 8%) with special class teachers.
Likewise, a larger percentage of secondary than elementary speéialists*
reported both overlap (28% to 16%) and conflict (32% to 19%) with special
education administrators.:

Some secondary level specialists who were interviewed indicated frustra-
tion at having to provide instruction in multiple subject areas in which
they themse]vés did not fee],tﬁey had the background. However, in general,
the ]éVeI in which the resource specialist works does not seem to affect
either perceived effectiveness in providing services to others or in the

satisfaction felt with the work as a resource specialist.

6.0 HOW EFFECTIVE IS THE PERCEIVED FUNCTIONING OF RESOURCE SPECIALiSTS?

In spite of perceived pkob]ems and changes they would make in the role,
resource specialists feel they are effective in their current functioning.
As can be seen in Table 39, resource specialists reported being most effec~
tive with handicapped students, principals, and pareqts, fo]]owéd by regular
class teachers and school psychologists. They feel they are least effective

with special class teachers perhaps partially because of Timited contact.

114
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The views of other school personnel corroborate the perceptions of the
resource specialists. “

From interview data specialists reported viewing themselves as most
effective in providing direct instruction, in providing organization and
coordination from referra]ﬁthroth review, and as being a resource to the
‘regular gtaff. Oné paradox in the role functioning of resource specialists
is thagﬁin spite of perceiving (and being perceived by others) as being
effective with regular class teachers; as previously discussed, both resource
specialists and otﬁer school personnel note that there is conflict between

the roles of resource specialist and regular class teachers.

TABLE 30
" “perceived Effectiveness of Resource Specialists in Providing Services
| (N=1006)
Provide Services For: 'Dedree of Effectiveness (%)
Not Somewhat Quite Extremely B/NA
D.I.S. Instructors 3 31 - 82 14 7
Handicapped Students 0 5 46 48 1
Parents 1 23 52 . . 24 1
Principals/Vice-principals 2 15 53 27/ 2
Program Specialists 8 27 42 15 8
Regular E}ass Teachers 2 26 52 ' 19 1
Other Resource Specialists 7 30 42 16 5
School Psychologists 3 24 50 20 3
Special Class Teachers 12 @ 4 12 10

Resource specialists indicate a sensitivity in this area and feel they
should be providing more assistance to regular class teachers.

Data on the perceptions of school personnel regarding the effectiveness

L 115




sented in the section on school personnel. In general, resource specialists
- are perceived as providing very effective services in assessment, inst#uc‘
‘tional planning, énd jnstruction. Criticism of resource specialists is
‘scanty in either questionnaire or interview data. One problem noted in

interviews relates to scheduling. Often a student misses important instruc-
~tion in the regular c1§ss while he/she is working with the resource

specialist. Regular teachers feé]_that some of these problems could be

avoided by coordinating time better. |

As previously reported, over three-fourths of the school personnel

responding to fhe questionnaire reported being personally satisfied with

resource specialists' services and also agreed that resource specialists

are needed for the successful implementation of the Master Plan. Individ-

uals interviewed for the case gﬁudies including several parents were also

generally positive about their own interactions with resource specialists.

95

) of resource specialists in specific activities and functions have been pre- .
|
\
|
|
|
l
|

- +

7.0 WHAT PROBLEMS ARE PERCEIVED AS IMPEDING EFFECTIVE ROLE FUNCTIONING OF

RESOURCE SPECIALISTS? | ‘
Nearly three-fourths (74%) of the resource specialists reported being ‘

quite to extremely satisfied with their work. Another 21% are somewhat

satisfied and only 5% are not satisfied as resource specialists. Problems

which are percgived as preventing them from carrying out thgir job require-

ments focus primarily on lack of time and too large of a cése1oad (see Table

31). Other specialists have cited lack of support as a moderate problem, ‘

indicating that many regular education pérsdnne1 still perceive "special

education” and thus the resource specia]ift program negatively. The spe-

cialists have to spend considerable time with regular teachers in order |

to overcome this perceived bias.

o R
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Quality of resource specialist aides was also cited as a factor, Spe-
cialists spend a significant amount of time training and supervising aides
and in many cases there is a frequent turnover because there is no long term
commitment (e.g;, college students) or because of the low pay scale. The
level of skills of the aide is seen ashcritica1~since they)ﬁre doing teaching
while the‘resource specialist is coordinating and consulting with other |
personnel,

Other problems mentioned include paperwork overload (and constantly
changing forms) and inadequate facilities. Specia1i§ts interviewed reiterated
these problems, and in addition cited referral” and assessment responsibilities
as cutting into time for direct instruction. '

As previously reported, 53% of the school personnel agreed that resource
specialists should have smaller caseloads and 39% agree that resource spe-
cialists do not have enough time to perform their duties. Many personnel

interviewed felt that having specialists split their time between sites was

very inefficient and reduced effectiveness of the program.

TABLE 31
Perceived Problems Which Impair Fulfiliment of Job Requirements
(N=1006) ;
Problem Degree of Problem (%)

Not S]ight» Moderate Extreme B/NA

1. Administrative problems at SESR 55 23 11 4 7
level
2. Administrative problems at local 44 31 17 7 2
lTevel | :
3. Lack of authority to carry out A
‘ duties - 60 21 10 6 3
4. Lack of time 8 16 35 39 1
5. Lack of support from others %6 35 2 5 2
6. Caseload too large 24 25 28 21 2
| 7. Lack of training in specific areas 51 36 - 9 2 3
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8.0 WHAT CHANGES IN THE<RESOURCE SPECIALIST ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES ARE
NEEDED TO INCREASE EFFECTIVENESS?

Resource specialists expressed clear views on how ﬁhe'ro1e should
ideally be carried out. Table 32 illustrates the idealized contact of
resource specialists with other individuals in work situations. It can be
seen that about a third Bf the resource specialists would 1ike to have more
contact with community agencies (40%), school psychologists (32%) and other

resource specialists (36%). Many would like more contact with parents

TABLE 32

Desired Frequency of Contact of Resource Specialists With Other Individuals
(N=1006)
Degree of Contact (%)
Less More Same B/NA
1. Coordinators of Non-special ‘

Education Programs 1 19 75 . 5
2. Community Agencies 0 40 56 3
B DRt Inetructons 1 16 80 4
4, Handicapped Students 2 9 85 4
5. Parents 1 26 69 4
6. Principals/Vice-principals 3 6 88 3
. 7. Program Specialists 5 28 63 4
8. Regular Class Teachers 1 16 80 * 3
9, Other Resource Specialists 0 36 60 » 3
10. School Psychologists 1 32 63 4
11. Special Class Teachers 1 16 78 4
12. Special Education Administrators 3 30 63 4

11y
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(26%), program special{éts (28%) and special education administrators (30%).
Eighty-five percent feel they have the right amount of contact with handi-
capped students.

Resource specialists are generally satisfied with the distribution of
their time across the many activities related to role functioning. Table 33
1ists their perceptions of how time should be spent on specific activities.
Many resource speciélists would like to spend more time working with reqular
classroom teachers. Over half of the resource specialists (51%) would like
to spend more time consulting with teachers in the utifization of evaluation
data for modification of instruction and curriculum, 50% feel they should be
spending more time assisting téachers in selecting instructional methods and
materials to meet goals and objectives of IEPs. A third (36%) would like to
spend more time consulting with regular classroom teachers in the identifi-
catipn and assessment of learning and behavioral patterns of handicapped
students, as well as coordinating the implementation of the activfties of the
resource specialist program with the regular classroom curriculum (35%)." A
third would like to spend more time working one-to-one with handicapped stu-
dents (35%), and in monitoring the progress of students who are no 1ongerAin
the resource specialist program (34%). Forty percent would like to spend
more time in the development of vocational plans for handicapped students.

Nearly half of the resource specialists sampled reported they would 1ike
to spend more time ?roviding both formal and informal stﬁff development
activities, as well as participating in innovative program development
activities. In addition, nearly half believe more time should be spent
$ssist1ng parents in understanding the program being Provided to their ¢hild
and providing information on how to effectively utilize other community

resources besides the school. Fifty-eight percent would 1ike to spend less




//’
jf
4 TABLE 33
’ y .
fesource 5@2:131157/ F’ercepticnfncgﬁégieaiized Work Time Distribution 99

H TNe : )

Activites by Area Desired Fraguency of Activities (%)

Referral =~ Less More Same . B/NA

Tnitiate referrail process ]

for specific students 3 ? 9 5

Refer soecial education students
who do not indicate appro-
priate progress to the local ) )
[EP team 2 13 19 7

. Receive and screen referrais
made by other school personnel 8 7 30 5

Coordinate and monitor referral
procedires for specific stu- )
dents at school site 9 6 30 5

Agsessment
Xssist in interpretation and
utilization of student assess~ )
n ment findings 4 8 . 82 [

Conduct formal and/or informal
assessment of students 8 8 V. [

Assist parents in understanding
assessment findings 4 8 82 5

fonsult with requiar classroom
teachers in the identif{cation ' .
and assessment of learning and
behavioral patterns of handi-

capped Students 1 36 58 4
Gecure parental consent to ‘
~ conduct assessment o 3 85 5
w oordinate assessment procedures Co7 8 . 18 7

Instructional Plannin
ss1st tea s in selecting
instructio methods and

materials to meet goals and ) - (
sbjectives of IEP -1 50 43 6 . i

toordinate the development of - .
[EPS for nandicapped students 7 5 82 6
Assist in coordination of JEP -
) meetings 9 3 8 5
. S Consuit with parents regarding
i the educational planning . i )
process 2 3 69 - 6

Lonsult witn teéacners in the

utilization of evaluation

Jats for modificatinn of . , ,
. instepction dnd cureiculum 1 51 43 5

Consult in the development of
pre.vocat fonal and/or voce«
tignal plans for nandicapped
students 3 40 49 9
Plicement :
Participate with IEP team
in making placement recoms
mengdat 1ons for hangicipped : )
students 4 4 8% ]

Pacticipits 4n placement jad
rRvisw meetings in g0 Advoracy ) N ;
role for students 3 14 D] i

Insuteuetinn
TuperyiGe instroction e Pesurié

coerialist 34dels) Y 1 5 g
foorginste implementatton of
special aducation secvices for . -
n3BYIE4DDET Students 4 12 e b
O




TABLE 33 fcontinued) -

Resource Specialists Perceptions of idealized work Time Distribution 100
. Activites by Area * Desired Frequency of Activities (X}

Instruction {continued) Less.. More Lame B8/NA
rovide direct instruction to . .
students whose needs have been .
fdentified 1n a weitten JEP
ang who are assigned to a regular
classroom teacher for a majority . )
ot the schoot day 4 15 F I ] .

Work with nandicapped students
one at 3 time

L]

3 58 A

Work with small groups of . )
nandicapped students 2 14 78 5

toordinate implemantation of
activities of Resource 5pec.
Program with cegular class-
room corriculum 1 35 58 S

Student Review

Assess student progress on 3
reqular basis and revise IEPs ;
as appropriste ] 13 15 6

Monitor progress of students who i
are 1o longer 1n the Resource - ) } ! i
Specialist Program 3 34 - 57 [

fonduct review meetings fin .
accordance with legal reguire- ) )
ments 7 4 83 6

staft Devels !
Provide resource information and

materials regarding handicapped

students to requiar staff \

members LR L}] 48 6 .

Consult with teacher in the e
application of classroom manage~ .
4 . ment techniques 2 43 50 4

Assist teachers in methods to ‘ .
snnance soctal and emotional "
deve lopment of handicapped Stu- . -
dents within the regulir
e 1assroom . 1 50 “ 4 .

Coordinate 1nservice workshops ) ’ -
on & variety of topics 5 45 43 ]

Praqram Devalopment

5515t Prog. Soecialists in
developing and implementing
1nnovative spectal educition
proqrams

b
f 3
=~}

42 A

Asgist ather professiongls n
upgrading Existing soecial
aducatinn programs

L&
1324
—

42 6

Parent Education
PFravide parents with Dagic ynders
stanging of cemedisl methods and
techniques for their ¢hild i o 'y 5 “

founsel parents related to thetr : . ’ |
enilg s qbiiities, Incluging L } : .
strengtns And wedknesses i 9 54 b

Pravide parsats with information
as to effactive utilization of , _ )
COMMRILY FESOUTEAS 1 48 46 5

Bontinm Aetiviting
Tompletm Formg ang write reports

X
X
-
e
pe;3
X

Feavel for §ob related activities 10 19 2 7
Enqage in teisphone communicstion 16 A LA 4
Participate in mestings not

drractly falated to F1asgroomm , )
E lC FALONREIDNTHE 185 13 & W 4

1 ‘) \
- R § |
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time on paperwork and 33% view less time spent in meetings not)direct]y

&

related to classroom respons1b111tes as desirable. L ™

Seventy percent of the respondents 1nd1cated they wou1d Tike to see
changes in the ro1e and respons1b111t1es of resource spec1a11sts._ Pr1mar11y,
recommended changes focused on 1ess paperwork sma]ler case1oad and more
" time for 1nstructwon and curr1cu1um development as well as a better defini=-
tion of respons1b111t1es. A number of resource specialists interviewed in
~the case studies blamed cont1nua1 changes in legislation as creating add1-
t1ona] paperwork. New forms and procedures -had to be Tearned in add1t1on to
Awnat was already required. "Red tape? increased rather than d1m1n1shed,_even
though“resource‘specialigts had 1earned to function more effectively in their

“ posit{ons*over time. Perpetua1 changes in the law were also seen as one
‘reason .for the bad reputat1on special’ educat1on personne1 had with requiar
c1assroom teachers. Constant changes in forms, procedures and program direc-

tion 1ooked.?bandwagony,“ they felt. Table 34 is a summary of recommended
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PART 111 ' SN

Summary and Recommendations , o
. \ .o

The purpose of the study described in th1s report was to generate

RS v )

1nformat1on to clar1fy the actual funct1on1ng of program specialists-~ and *
resource spec1a11sts CSMpared to intended roles as current]y defined in 1? .

Case study 1nterv1ew data from a samp]e of s1x SESRs operating under the

“

* Master Plan and quest1onna1re data from a sample of program and resource

- L}

[ == )

spec1a11sts and other’ schoo] personned - in' 20 SESRs have been col]ected an

analyzed Spec1f1ca11y, quest1onna1re data from’ 97 program spec1a11sts,‘
&’~ J{% —-

1006 resource spec1a11sts, 257 other school personnel, and interview data

o

from six program specialists, 20 resource speCJa11sts, and 69 other school

_ personnel and parents form the basis for the findings reported herein.

Summary and recommendations based on the questions of the study will be

‘presented separately for program specialists and for resource spedialists.

Program Spec1a11sts

3

Variation among the ‘SESRs in: the state necessztates flex1b111ty in

functioning, within the 11m1ts of the law. Obviously, a rural consortium

in an isolated part of the. state has d1fferent needs and possibly a dif-

. ferent population of students than an urban- center, s1ngle district SESR.

1

The creation of an organ1zat1ona1 un1t to adm1n1ster the Master Plan br1ngs

with it preexisting local sent1ments. For examp1e, the relation of any

district to the county off1ce has a history that predates the Master Plan,

whether positive or negative, and often creation of a new consort1un§does,‘“

‘not substantially alter that prior relationship.

arrangements, (e.g., consortium, county, single d1strict), actual size of

the SESR, wealth of the area, unique characteristics of the population (e.g.,¢

In addition to govérnance G

; -
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migrant workers, non-English speaking families), the available personnel pool
and other variables influence the operation of the SESR. In general, the
functioning of program specialists mirrors the overall variability evident
among different SESRs, thus generalization of the performance of progkém
spécialists is very difficult. The‘specialjsts were characterized by
diversity of functioning rather thanisimilaritjes, according to the local
needs of the SESR'in which they worked. Sometimes the specialists were
seen as effectively meeting ‘these local needs, sometimes not. For purposes N
-of diﬁcussion, the operational definition of what the specialists actually )
do {or perceive that they do) has incluped‘specification of activities and
functions engaged in byﬁa majority of program specialists. However, the
reader, in making judgments about the perceived réle of the specialists
versus the intended role must bear in mind that there are many differences

in tﬁe ways in which the specialists carry out thé role.

Issues which have been identified as jmportant in determining the
nature and scope of functioning of program specialists will be presented
within the context of the questions of the s?udy. In'general, f%ndings are

- supportive of the notion that the role of the prbgram specialist should be
broadly defined at the state level and specifically defined by each SESR - Q

according to the unique characteristics and needs of the SESR.

JQUESTION 1.0: DO PERCEIVED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS OF PROGRAM SPECIALISTS
‘. MATCH INTENDED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS? | '

Educafion Code section 56368 specifies the;functions of the-progr;h
»specfalist role, to include: observing, éoﬁsulting, assisting, planning,
coordinating and monitoring. These functions were operationalized into
specific activities reiating to the entife process of education of individ-

uals with exceptional needs by the Cormission on Special Education. These

L o
X
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two sources provide the basis for the definition of intended role functioning.
Many of the program specialists perceived that being a case manager

is a major part of their role respbnsibility. They are aware of the nature

-and var1ety of programs and resources available in the SESR and are likely

to be called upon to provide aSS1stance and 1nformat1on to those directly
rgspons1b}e for the delivery of services to handicapped students. While ;
some speciatists have responsibility for all programs-in a particular geo-
graphical area, others function.with major responsibiity for specific pro-
grams (the majorjtyubeing the learning hﬁndicapped programs). Perbeptions
pf program specialists themselves and of other school personne]Jconcur that
most of}the specialists' time is spent in instructional planning and place-
ment (uéually 1EP development not curriculum planning), student review, and
roufine activities. Less time is spent in instruction, program development,
assessment, referral, program review, staff devéiopment or research activi-
ties.

In termé of functions, program specialists spend more time observing,
consulting, assisting, and monitoring than biaﬁhing and coordinating. In
many of the SESRs; monitoring for comp]iancéu(particularly IEP implementa-.
tion) is a primary function, especially in those SESRs thaﬁ~are imp]ementing>
the Master Plan for only the first or second year. “

while most program specialists are carrying out the’intended functions
and activities of the role to some degree, there are notable variations,
particularly in the areas of program developmeny,\staff development, and
coordination. A majority of the specialists feel they should spendkmore
time on program development and a third feé] more involvement in staff

deve]opment is needed. In many SESRs the lack of time spent on development

and implementation ofvinnovative programs is a reflection of a priority
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on compliance or implementation of required programs. In other SESRs it is .
simply the case that the requirements of the job are so time consuming, .
either because of distance covered or other factors, that there is no time
for curr1cu1um development. However, the question must be ra1sed that 1f

—

progrém spetialists are not involved in these activities then who in the

educational system has responsibiity for developing new. and improved
programs? The perceptions of other school personne1 that program spe-
cialists do not prov1de enough staff development, suggests that more atten-
tion needs to be paid to this area in the program specialists' functioning.

However, if program specialists are to be leaders-in curriculum and staff

(3
‘&7\‘

development for the schools, then more training and time must be made
available for these activities. Current'tra1n1ng requirements do not
include any background in program or curriculum development or staff devel-
opment and thus it is not,surprisingvthat'many individuals do not carry out
these functions. ¢

Coordination is another area;in which there is much Variabi]ity in
functioning. The specialists have a broad view of programs and resources
available throughout the SESR because they are responsible for serving a
number of schoo]lsites. However, many feel they cannot effectively coor-
dinate across these tites”because~they do not have authority to coﬁﬁit
resources and hare so many assignments they cannot monitor activities of

H personnel involved at any one site. )

Variability in perceived functioning of program specialists should not
be viewed as a violation of the intended role; rather, each variation
should be evaluated for its effectiveness in meeting unique local needs.

To assure that high quality and not just compliance oriented programs are

implemented, the designation of program specialist's role and responsibilities
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should continue to be made as part of the local comprehensive plan anL not
throuéh law.

Recommendation

1.1 The state department should provide generalzguidelines to SESRs
concerning options in functioning of the program specialist role.
Because of the diversity of SESRs throughout the state related to
variations in demographic variables, in available personnel, and

in stage of Master Plan implementation, local needs should serve -
as the planning base for defining the appropriate functions and
activities of’the specialists in each SESR. *"/‘

QUESTIONWZ.O: ARE THE INTENDED RECIPIENTS BEING SERVED?

Education Code section 56368 clearly specifies resource specia]ists;

; DISAinstructors, and special class teachers as primAry recipients of the

services of program specialists. By both the specialists' own report and’

perceptions of other school personnel, these personﬁel are in fact being

served. However, there are discrepancies in the perceived frequency of’

contact. In all SESRs visited, proéram specialists Qere not available 6n a

daily basis and over half of, the other school personnel reébonding to ques-

tionnaires 1nd1cated”they never or rarely saw program specialists. In

contrast, thenmajority of the program specialists reported frequent to

daily contact with all school personnel other than coordinators of non-

special educatipn programs, regular class teachers, and comﬁunity‘agencies.

Specifically, the majority reported they have frequén; to daily contact

with special class teachers, resource specialists, and DIS instructors=--

those individuals they are required to obéerve, consult with, assist, and

in many cases, those they supervise. In addition, program specialists say

they spend a significant amount of time interacting with parents, students,

special education a@ministfators, principals and school psychologists.

The coordinating, consulting, and assisting responsibilities require

that program specialists interface with many individuals in the educational

1o
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systeh. However, many*school personnel do not know who the program spe-
cialist is or what he/she does. ' In-part, the definition of whom is to be
served by progrém specié]ists d;pends on a clearer delineation of the role
and responsibilitiés; if the role is clearly supervisoria] then primary
responsibility mustﬁbe to those for whom the specialist has direct
responsibility. I;\the "general" specialist role the program specialist
frequently is called upon to serve a much larger array ofhindividuals, and
the role begins to sound as if it can or. should be all things to all
people. If the specialists are to be effective, the scope of services they
can provide must be clearly defined and realistic expectations of the type
and frequency of services to be received should made available to other
personnel with whom the specialists wi]l/have~cgntacta |

Recommendation

2.1 Definition of the program specialist role should include specifi=-
cation of the nature and extent of interaction that the spe-
cialist is expected to have with other school personnel and
parents in the SESR. This definition of the population to be
served should be determined by each SESR based on local needs and

availability of other personnel resources. L

|

QUESTION 3.0: HOW WELL PREPARED ARE PROGRAM SPECIALISTS TO PERFORM THE
INTENDED ROLE? | |

Requirements for backg}ound and experience of the program specialist
role are stated in Education Code section 56368. When asked about their
prior experience and credentials, ﬁﬁny program specialists did not provide
any information: Based on those who did provide information, it appears
that not all of the specialisfs possess the prerequisite credentials. 1In
addition, whiie many specialists reported advanced training, much of it in

special education, none of them reported any preparation in early childhood

oLy
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or career vocational development areas;, even though half reported having
some .responsibility in these areas. While over half of the specialists
reported major responsibility for coordination, consultation and/or program
development for learning handicapped programs, only a third reported having
credentials in this area. However, mo;f of the specialists have several
years of experieﬁce in education, much of it in special eduéﬁtibn.

In general, specialists reported that their training had come more
from job related experience than formal training in specific areas. Fffst
year staff development activities were viewed as particularly valuable by
the specialists interviewed. Program specialists believe they are very
skilled in most areas of their job functioning. Given the diversity of
requirements for functioning, three fourths of the program specialisgs do
not think a special credentiél is a good idea. H o

It seems that other than the special education credential, many re-
quirements for program specialists are not partichlar]y germane to their
~ job. For example, while in some SESRs program specialists do assessments,
this was not reported to be a high frequency activity‘fOr.the majority of
the sample; thus operationally the school psychologist adthorizétion may not
ba a useful prerequisite. Likewise, very fewvindiviéuals repprted involve-
ment in activities for which a clinical services credential, or a health
services credential prepares them.. Advanced training and related experience
and aﬁ indepth knowledge in one or more areas of major handicapping condi-
tions are relevant preparation, allowing the specialist to provide specific
expertise in that area if the SESR is organized around such specialization,

and not geography. However, there is no requirement for training.in curri-

culum and program development or in staff development and yet these are
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requirements for functioning. AS previously mehtﬁoned, the lack of training
in’these areas may be a partial reason why many individuals‘ﬂq not engage
in these activities. In aqdition, there is no requiremenf for supervisory
or administrative training and yet many specialists function in thisﬂcapacity.

One issue which emerged from the data is the lack of training of
program specialists (as we]] as other school personnel) to facilitate com-
munication with a growing non-English speaking p0pu1§tipn of individuals
with exceptional needs. Many school personnel acknoﬁledged that potenttal
LEP/NEP handicapped students areuhot referred for special eduéation because
it is not felt that théy will be provided with appropr1ate services. .Given
that only a small percentage of specialists are bilingua, it is indeed
difficult to assure that effective services may be provided to these students.

Recommendation

3.1 Specifications for training and experience need to be more closely
. tied to actual needs for functionin? of specialists. Since there

is no credential for program specialists, institutions of higher
education cannot provide specific training opportunities, but
specialized staff development programs could be prepared for
statewide dissemination, perhaps using the State Department's
Special Education Resources Network (SERN), emphasizing the .
skil1s which program specialists must be able to demonstrate in
order to function effectively in each local SESR.

3.2 The state department should provide guidelines concerning the
competencies required for different modes of functioning (€egsy
* dinstructional, administrative, or support). Local option in pre=~
~paration required should be exercised in each SESR depending on
its'- needs for program specialists functioning.
QUESTION 4.0: HOW IS THE PROGRAM SPECIALIST ROLE PERCEIVED TO RELATE TO
OTHER PROFESSIONAL ROLES IN THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM?
Program specialists believe their role and reSponsibilifies are
distinctly different from all school personnel except special education

administrators. A majority of the specialists believe thére is overlap and

S N1
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conflict with the role and responsibilities of special education administra-
tors. To a lesser extent the specialists see overlap and conflict with
school psycho1ogists. Other school personnel confirm these perceptions but
also see over1ap and conflict between the program specialists and resource
specialists role, and in interviews, principals wére cjted as another group
with whom program specialists often clash.

Often the tensions surrounding interactions with principals and other
personnel relate to perceived comparable status, either through salary or
administrative hierarchy. Other personnel cite lack of time on site or
knowledge about an individual child as reasons for conflict with program
specialists who are influencing decision makingyfhat site personnel must
1mp1ement.~ while it is likely that some overlap and conflict exists
because program specialists are now performing functions perviously assumed
by others (e.g., the school psychologist in some‘cases); the specialists |

themse lves speak of the fruﬁtration of limitations imposed by a structure

in which they (the specialists) have the responsibility but not the authority

to carry out requirements. Since the program specialist is percéived on
many school sites as representipg the county, SESR, or district special
education administration, this lends credence to an désumption that they
therefore have authority. However, even those program specialists who do
function in a supervisory mode frequently do not have real authority and
feel impotent to act without adminiStrative‘approva1. They point out that
the cooperation of the prinéipa1 and the superintendent is crucial for them

to have an impact.

" Recommendation

4.1 The roles and responsiblities of program specialists and other
school personnel should be clearly defined in the local compre-
hensive plan. Designation of specific responsibilities for each
participant in the educational process will reduce overlap and
duplication.

134
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QUESTION 5.0: WHAT SPECIFIC ORGANIZATIONAL, PERSONAL, OR ROLE DEMOGRAPHIC
VARIABLES INFLUENCE PERCEIVED ROLE FUNCTIONING?

Several variables were examined for their possible influence on the
perceived role functioning of program specialists. These variables included:
ytype of salary schedule, and number of years the SESR has been functioning
under the Master Plan. Having prévious experience in the role seemed only
to relate to the extent of overall responsibility for case management. In ~ |
considering grade level served, specialists at a secondpryﬁ1eve1 have no
more responsibi11tjrfor career vécationa] development than those serving
other levels of the system, and those serving preschool programs have no
more responsibility for these programs than others. '

As previously discussed, a major issue which has been cited concerning
the functioning of program specialists is "whether they should be seen as
part of the instructional staff or in a supervisorial role" (CSDE, 1980).
Data for specialists hired under teaching and administrative salary schedules .
and those having supervisory or no supervisory responsibility were analyzed
separately to ascertain 1f there were any differences in functioning, Having
supervisory responsibility, per se, did not seem to account for any real
differences in functioning. Same‘of the specialists on administrative
ﬁsa1ary do not have any supervisory responsibility. In fact, a larger per-

;centage of specialists who superviséd others were functioning on a teaching
salary schedule. q |

Many aspects of functioning seem to correspond to expectations given
the salary type. For example, a larger percentage of “administrative”
program specialists felt they had responsibility for the overall management

of a student's case throughout the process of referral, assessment, planning

-
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and placement, 1mp1ementat1on and review, while “teaching" program spe-
cialists felt more responsibility for specific programs such as the learning
handicapped, communicative1y handicapped, severely handicapped, and physi-
cally handicapped programs. “Administrative" program specialists perceived
“more role overlap with principals and special education administrators, but
it was specialists who had no superyisory responsibility, and those func-
h tioning under teaching salaries that perceived the most conflict with spe-
cial education administrators. These "teaching" specialists complained of
responsibility with no authority. Specialists functioning under teaching .
salaries perceived more overlap and'conf1{ct with resource specialists ahd
special class teachers and psycho]ogistt. These role perceptions highlight
the difficulties in the shared responsibility for different aspects of case
management. There are no reported differences in prior experience or
training of specia1ist§ functioning in either category; that is, neither
has more administrative nor teaching experience.

In general, it seems that functioning in an administrative rather than
a support role 1s uncomfortable to many specialists who feel they are
experts in curricu1um, not administration--and it is difficult to perform a
dual role. They indicate a lack of preparation and skill in the area of
techniques for.assessing teacher effectiveness--a requirement for super-
vising and evaluating. Hany of them called for a reduction or removal of
the supervisory or evalpative function from the job description. Program.
specialists seem to accurate1y perceive that they are "outsiders" when they
visit a site and must work to overcome this perception of other school
personnel by providingvservices to the instructional and administrative |
staff that are useful dnd non-intrusive. When they must wear two hats
(consulting or coordinating and supervising or evaluating), they find they

-
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are not as‘ef%ective. On the other hand, some specialists complain that
without the supervisory responsibility, there is no "clout" to the recom-
mendations they make to either resource speciaiists or special class
teachers. Some specialists argued that having “"people skills" was the
major factor in allowing them to overcome the "dual role" problem.

Another confounding'variable is the apparent need in the early years
of implementation of the Maﬁter Plan for program specialists to play a com-
pliance/monitoring role; which may lead to tensions and conflict. In
Master Plan SESRs that had been through the early implementation phase and
were now having specialists function either by geographic area or area of
specia]iiation, the specialists were more satisfied and others perceived
them more positively. Thus it may be an evolutionary process, in which the
role must be clearly defined initially as working to assure proper imple-
mentation (but no; in a punitive way); through providing 1éformation, con=-
sultation, and feedback on compliance issues. However, program specialists
ultimately need to be able to remove themselves enough to become involved

in program development activities toward improving the guality of programs.

Recommendation

5.1 The designation of program specialists as instructional, admin-
jstrative, or support personnel should be an SESR decision. This
decision should be based on the perceived needs and/or job
requirements in the particular SESR given the stage of Master
Plan implementation and other local variables. However, the
specialists should be clearly designated either as administrative
personnel, with authority to carry out required activities or as
a consultant/coordinator who must clear actions with an adminis-
trative supervisor. If the specialists are to function as support
personnel, then they must have the proper training and skills in
currdculum and program development to effectively assist in
implementing quality programs in the schaols they serve.
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_ QUESTION 6.0: HOW EFFECTIVE IS THE PERCEIVED FUNCTIONING OF PROGRAM
SPECIALISTS? ® i

Program specialists perceive themselves to be very effective in”prol
viding services to many individuals. They see themselves as mogt effective
with specfal class teachers, resource specialists, handicapped students,
and parents. %Schqol personnel also view program specialists as being most
effective with resodrce specialists, special class teachers and handipappéd
students. Both groups agreed they are less effective with DIS personnel
and least effective with regular class teachers. The majority of the *
schoo] persoﬁheI who responded to questionnaires indicated they felt the
program specialists were effective in-tarrying out their responsibilities,
and were persona11y satisfied with the services they received. Criticisms
focused on the efficiency of services, and on insufficient time spent in
providing inservice or in evaluating program effectiveness for handicapped
children. Interview respondents voiced more discrepancy ih their overall
evaluation of program speciilists, mahy 1ndicat1ngxthey did'not know what
the specialists do and therefore feel they are unnecessary. It may be that

| questionnaire respondents were more positive in general because those who
were unfamiliar with the work of program specialists could indicate-a "don't
know" response to questions rather than giving an uninformed opinion.

Recommendat ion

6.1 It seems that in ‘general, the program specialists are seen as an
asset to the overall special education program. However, role
clarification is necessary, in order for them to maximize
effectiveness., ‘ ‘

QUESTION 7.0: WHAT PROBLEMS ARE PERCEIVED AS IMPEDING EFFECTIVE ROLE
FUNCTIONING OF PROGRAM SPECIALISTS?

According to questionnaire data, a majority of program specialists are

O  satisfied with their work. Program specialists interviewed were not as
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pesiﬁive; many felt conflicting role responsibilities prevented them fr@m”
doing a good job, and were frustrated by having’fa balance all their
'rgspensibiiities. Some problems noted by both guestionnaire and iﬁterview
respondents included lack of time, too large of a caseload, and lack of
auih@rjty. Related to the first two problems is the large distance between
siteé that many specialists must cover; travel time reduces actual service
time in any one location. Also related to this problem is the number of
‘sites to which any one specialist must travel. This means knowing and
effectively interacting with individual¥ with a diversity of personalities,
and approaches. The lack of time on any one site leads to a perception of
;he specialist as an outsider. Abedt a third of other school personnel
agreed that program specialists do not have enough time and have too large
of a caseload, but they did not see lack of authority as a problem, w

Given that Tack of time,“disﬁance, and size of caseload were cited as
the predominant berceivgd barriers ﬁ@ program specialists effective func-
tioning, the passage of 58‘769 which increases the program @pecia1ist/
student‘ratiﬁ from 560 to 850 is likely to decrease the éffectiveness\@f
the program speciaiists ability to adequately provide needed services. If
such a ratio centinuesft@ be the standard then the definition of the role
and respensibi1ities'must also be changed, because it seems unlikely that
specialists can improve their services in the required areas while adding
new responsibilities at the same time.

Recommendation

7.1 Two options should be considered by the legislature and state
department. If the program specialist/student ratio required in
SB 769 remains in force then. the defined role responsibilities
should be reduced. If all the role functions defined in law are
to be maintained as responsibilities of program specialists then
the specialist/student ratio or area of responsibility Should be
reduced. ‘ ) {
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QUESTION 8.0: WHAT CHANGES IN TH& PROGRAM SPECIALIST ROLE AND RESPONSIBI-
LITIES ARE NEEDED TO INCREASE EFFECTIVENESS? |

Nearly half of the program specialists believe changes need to be

~ made in the program specialist role. Again, the theme of increased

authority emerged as the area of greatest concern to the specialists.
Another suggested change included mdre time for ‘curriculum and program
development. The specialists wou'ld ﬂike to spend more time with regular -

teachers, primarily defining specifié activities to include more con-

sultation with teachers regarding neﬁ.and innovative methods, approaches,

and materials, and more coordination of the curricular resources. required
for successful IEP implementation. They believe they should be proViding
more staff development activities, but ~acknowledged that there is not
enough time-to do everything.. They would like to have a better definition
of responsibilities sqggesting'they could be more effective if there were .
“greater depth" in specific responsibilities rather than being Spread’so thin.
! while many program specialists recognized the importance of research
activities within the SESR and indicated they believe they should be more
involved, others were relieved that this component of the role of program
specialists was removed by SB 1870. |

It seems that the expectations for functioning for many program spe-
cialists are not clear, or are confused, resulting in the specialists’ per-w

ceptions of an idealized role that is not compatiblelhith theoverall defi-

nition.-of their responsibilities. For example, the rolg of the program

" specialist in instruction is currently defined in law in terms of support :

services and not in terms of working directly with students. Although many
program specialists indicated they believe they should increase.the time

spent in consultation.with teachers, they also indicated they should be

<13y
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| _spend1ng more. t1me in d1rect 1nstruct1on. However,‘ wam fnterview data

'(both the spec1a11sts own percept1ons and percept1ons of others) it seems :
that-program spec1a11sts va1ue ‘the flex1b1 y of not work1ng d1rect1y w1th o
."students--they 11ke work1ng w1th adu1ts in prob]em so1v1ng tasks.r~Inf"

' des1r1ng to spend more time in 1nstruct1on they are perhaps see‘ﬁng the

-_zvcred1b111ty and rewards of . the educat1ona1 system wh1ch are assoc1ated W1th

' ,‘"hands on“ 1nteract1ons W1th students. Many of the program speC1a11sts see

themse]ves as neﬁther 1nstruct1ona1 nor adm1n1strat1ve and therefore 1ack V

te focus for the1r act1v1t1es and 1nteract1ons w1th others. wh11e the 'spe-’

- c1a11sts do express deS1res for certa1n spec1f1cs such as the reduct1on in

’routlne act1V1t1es and paperwork, as a group, they are most_ concerned with
'def1n1ng respons1b111t1es c1ear1y for themse]ves and for others SO that '
~ they have. a 1eg1t1mate ro1e 1n'the spec1a1 educat1on system. '

N Recommendat1on _' o - o Q }

8. 1 The state should prov1de gu1de11nes for each SESR.to fo]]ow in
. conducting a neegs assessment of -its' service requirements..
. The delineation of the role and responsibilities for program
specialists in each SESR could then be based on th1s needs
assessment. .

o
Resource Spec1a11sts

"In:oenera1 resource spec1a11sts are perce1ved as effect1ve1y carrying.
‘out‘the intended funct1ons'and act1v1t1es of the role. While there was some
local var1at1on in the manner in which spec1a11sts carried out the requ1re-
merits of the role, there was un1form1ty in the maJor funct1ons perﬁormed in
an SESRs. The spec1a11sts are viewed as 1nstruct1ona1 personnel who pro-
= vide'supportive'coordination and assistance to other personnel, primarily
in activities reiated to handicapped'students.v Thednumber'of requirements

,'for effect1ve ro1e funct1on1ng is 1arge and not a]] specia11sts carr1ed out

-ia]] act1V1t1es. However they were usua11y perce1ved as responding to the
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" needs that’ ex1sted at the site and 1n the d1str1ct in the spec1f1c SESR 1n ’
_i'wh1ch they worked. . The current c11mate stateW1de of cutbacks and reduct1on
h dn ass1stance for spec1a1 educat1on ra1ses quest1ons concern1ng the fea51- ,
f'b111ty of spec1a11sts assum1ng all the funct1ons deS1gnated 1n the law and
;'Comm1s51on on Teacher Preparat1on and L1cens1ng competency requ1rements.,_ )

- Decisions need to be made as to whether resource spec1a]1sts should

funct1on pr1mar11y as 1nstructors or coord1nators or whether there is some

P

spec1f1ed "m1x" that opt1m1zes the1r serv1ces. Resource spec1a11sts func-
"‘t1on1ng may we11 depend on the nature of the student popu]at1on and s1te
- management as c]ear]y ev1denced in the 1nterv1ew data. Thus, gu1de11nes ;
.need to be prov1ded for a]ternat1ve patterns of ut111zat1on of these essen-'
t1a1 spec1a1 educat1on personnel at d1str1ct and s1te 1evels. Spec1f1c |
1ssues which haye been 1dent1f1ed as 1mportant in determ1n1ng the nature :

and scope, of funct1on1ng for resource spec1a11sts will'be presented 1n the

folloW1ng summary of\the quest1ons of the study '

Quest1on 1.0: DO PERCEIVED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS OF RESOURCE SPECIALISTS
-MATCH INTENDED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS? | | .

Educat1on Code Sect1on 56362 descr1bes the resource spec1a11st role.

The Comm1551on for Teacher Preparat1on and L1cens1ng has further operai o
: t1ona11zed the role by deta111ng competenc1es re]ated to the foIIOW1ng
funct1ons- consu1t1ng, cpord1nat1on, 1mp1ementat1on/comp11ance, staff -
_deve]opment —parentgeducation;—and 1nstruct1on. For the presentmstudy,
‘spec1f1c act1V1t1es were 1dent1f1ed and categor1zed both accord1ng to the
entire process of service de11very (referral, assessment, 1nstruct1ona1 -
p]ann1ng'and p]acement, 1nstruct1on, and rev1ew) and to the~aforement1oned t
funct1ons. These two c]ass1f1cat1ons provide the bases_for comparison of_

intended and perceived role functioning.
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‘ The maaor1ty of resource spec1al1sts perceive themselves as being case
managers that isy they have major to full respons1b1l1ty for following a
student's case from referral through rev1ew.‘ Th1s typ1cally 1nvolves coor- .
d1nat1ng the process1ng of a case as well as be1ng 1nvolved in assessment
IEP wr1t1ng, nd 1n 1nstruct1on. .Data on the percept1ons of resource spe-
B cialists and other school personnel suggest that assessment, 1nstruct1onal d
.plann1ng,'and-1nstruct1on are the areas in which resource.specjal1sts have |
: the most'direct responsibility " 1In addition,‘school personnel view resqurce
spec1al1sts as hav1ng maJor respons1b1l1ty for student rev1ew. Involvement
in referral and placement dec1s1ons is usually seen as coord1nat1ve, not as .
" a d1rect respons1b1l1ty. Untike many program spec1al1sts, resource spe~
c1al1sts do not v1ew the1r part1c1pat1on as being in a ch1ld advocacy role.
Perta1n1ng to. the functions descr1bed for resource spec1al1sts coor-
d1nat1on and 1nstruct1on are the. maJor funct1ons performed. Wh1le the
| other funct1ons are carr1ed out ‘to some degree by the maaor1ty of spec1al1sts,
staff development is the funct1oﬁ'on wh1ch spec1al1sts spend the least ’
amount of time, . o | o |
.-In carry1ng out the1r respons1b1l1t1es as requ1red by law, percept1ons |
of spec1allsts themselves and of other schoo personnel are cons1stent in
~ viewing the "1ntended" role as being. performed in most areas.- There are,
however, several var1at1ons from 1ntended funct1on1ng. Onelexcept1on is
. related to career and vocat1onal development act1v1t1es. Two-th1rds of the
spec1al1sts rarely or never engage in development of vocat1onal and/or pre-
vocat1onal plans, but nearly half of,them feel they should be 1nvolved in

th1s act1v1ty. However, lessvthan a'quarter of the’sample serve secondary

programs, SO th1s d1screpancy in funct1on1ng cannot really be evaluated in

terms of a violation of 1ntended’role funct1on1ng.
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’A second area in which the,specia]ists "nerceived" functjoningjdiffefs'

~from “intended® is in assessment, Neither Education Code requirements nor
" CTPL competencies specify direct invo]vement;in assessment as a major com-

_ponent of the resource specialist role. However, nearly all resource spe-
t of t A specia fowever, nearly-all ,

cialists reported spending a significant amount of time EbndUcting.fOrmal

and/or “informal assessments as well as coordinating the assessments of

other prqféssiohaIS, thus it is in-fact_a‘major bart of the oberatioha]

resource specialist role. L n

A fina],area of difference in "intended" and "peréeived“'functioning

" is.in stdff ‘development. While most resource spédia]ists reported pro-
~viding ong@ing-infbrmationrahd assistance to other profesgiopa1s~which

could be classified as informal staff development, very few specia]ists_in’_

either tﬁe questionnaire or jnterview sample reported actug]]y Conducting~

- or coordinating formal staff dévelopment activities more than once or twice

.. a year.

» -
- ’

1.1 The assessment function should be legitimized as part of the f
- definition of the resource specialist role. These specialists,
with a background in both regular and special education have a -
. real understanding of how handicapped students differ from their
 non-handicapped peers, and provide both informal and formal aca- -
. demic assessments which are useful for instructional planning.

1.2 ‘The staff development function needs to be more clearly defined.
The informal provision of information and materials to other pro-

* fessionals is an integral part of resource specialists functioning.
However, given the nature and extent of their other responsibi-
lities (particularly instruction and coordination), the planning
and carrying out of formal staff development activities is perhaps
better defined as a primary function for personnel with direct
responsibility for program development/innovation activities such
as the program specialists. v ~
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Question 2. 0 ARE THE INTENDED RECIPIENTS BEING SERVED? :
o Educat1on Code sect1on 56363 identifies 1nd1V1duals with except1ona1
f'needs, their parents, and regular ‘staff members as the rec1p1ents of

serv1ces of resource spec1a11sts The average case]oad of students 1s to

© be 24 pup11s, and no specialist is to have a caseload exceed1ng 28 pup1ls.

'By the spec1a11sts own report and the percept1ons of other school personnel
these individuals are 1ndeed be1ng served The maJor1ty of the specialists
Ahave frequent, if not daily, contact with students, parents, and regular o
class teachers and pr1nc1pals as well as other school personne] - For the
majority of the spec1a11sts their caseload does not exceed the 1ega1

'11m1t; However, some .of the specialists do work with more than 28 students;
' frequently these students are not reported as. offical cases. In some

cases, spec1a11sts,serve several sites on a part-time bas1s, and an a1de is
respons1b1e ‘when the resource specialists are not there. Many spec1a11sts
feel th1s not only decreases jnstructional. t1me with individual students,
Mbut 1ncreases their workload, because they are always hav1ng to "catch up"

on what went on at any one sute_wh11e ‘they were at another site.

| The resource specialist clearly has contact with, and 5s knbwn by, a
’variety ot school personnel. Ceontact with parents and regular‘Echhehs

is seen as essential in assuring a smooth and effective planning process for
handicapped children. Regular teachers'indicated‘that when they don't have
sufficient contactvwith resource specialists during planning and instruction,
they. don't know “who should be teaching what". However, when the spec1a11sts —_
spend enough time with regular teachers these teachers fee] much more ‘
comfortable with integratihg the handicapped student into thejr classrooms.

. Contact with handicapped‘students is viewed as very appropriate. However,

many specialists reported they felt that if the caseload were reduced they -

4
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could do a betéggjéob, implying that the multiple requirements of the role-
(coordinating,'COnsultihg, etc.) reduce direct inétructiona1 time’sb that
they cannot effectively. serve as_many students. | | |

Recommendation

2.1 Each SESR should monitor its resource specialist program to
assure that specialists are not exceeding maximum number of stu-
dents served. Given the nature of -other responsibilities,
increasing the number of students being served by any one resource
specialist will likely impair effectiveness of the program unless
highly qualified aides or other alternatives are available.

~ Question 3.0 HOW WELL PREPARED AREvRESOURCE-SPECIALISTS'TO PERFORM THE |

INTENDED ROLE? , B N
A statement‘of the background and experience requiredrfor the resource
specialist role is given infEducation Code section 56362. Resourée‘spe- )
cialists muét be credentialed special educatibh teaéhers who. have had three
or -more years oflregular and special education teaching experiehce, and -~

must demonstrate the competenices established by the Commission for Teacher

" Preparation and Licensing. At the time of data collection for the present

study; the CTPL competency regulations were not finally approved so no
information is available on the number of resource specialists then prac-

ticing who would currently meet the competehcy requirements. However, the

‘majority of the specialists do have the requisite background credentials and

experience. When asked about the requirements for the resource specia1is¥
cgrtificéte of competence, roughly a third of the specialists agreed,
disagreed, and were unaware of the new requirements for this certificate.
In general, Specialists are well traihed, both as seen by themselveé,
and as peréeived by those with whom they work. Specialists reported that
Eﬁey had received formal training pertaining to the skills required for the

job. Job related experience added to their knowledge in all areas. A

majority of spebia1ists felt very skilled as a result of training and
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experience. Exceptions were in 1) assessing social needs of handicapped

students, 2) socially integrating students into the cTassroom, 3) test

development, 4) coordinating resources and services, and 5) working with

‘other educational personnel in providing special education services. Areas

of training which were stressed by specialists as necessary for new

resource specialists included assessment and diagnosis, public relations.

“and counseling, and time management/organizational skills. Most, spe-

cialists felt that teaching experience, parficularly regular teaching .

A experience, enabled them to underétéhd the dynamics of”bofﬁ reéuldr and

9

special education brograms. Additionally, if specialists are to play a.

role in vocational pre-vocational planning for spe¢iél education students,

they need to have specific training in this area, which is currently minimal.
One notable lack in prepdratibn and skill of resource specialists (as

well as most other schoo] personnel) is in the area servin§ the 11mi£ed

English proficient/non-English proficient (LEP/NEP) population. As men-

" tioned by some personnel interViewed, many times LEP/NEP children with

suspected special education‘problems are not even referred because it is
not felt that special education personnel can effectively serve these

individuals. While this is more a problem to be addressed by the entire |

‘special education system, not just resource specialists, attention needs to

be paid to ensuring that those individuals (namely resource specialists and
special day class teachers) who provide the day to. day instructional con-
tact with these children can do so in a way that assures them appropriate

educational opportunities.

Recommendations ‘ . .

3,1 The state department should sponsor the development of inservice
workshops specifically dealing with the topics of 1) the needs of
the LEP/NEP handicapped, and 2) conducting vocational/prevoca-
tional assessment and planning. These workshops should be made
available to resource specialists already practicing throughout
the state, perhaps using the existing Special Education Resources

~ Network (SERN). ’
| I
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3.2 If assessment is to be a major function of resource specialists
// activities (as it appears it is) then preservice programs should
assure that training is provided in this area (specifically
related to test development and use of social assessment proce-
dures). Additionally, tra1n1ng in time management/organizational
skills, as well as organizing and conducting staff development
activities, needs to be stressed in’ preserv1ce tra1n1ng programs.

Questmon 4.0 HOW IS THE RESOURCE SPECIALIST ROLE PERCEIVED TO RELATE
TO OTHER PROFESSIONAL ROLES IN’THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM?
By both the speg1alwst§ oWn report and perceptions of othen school

personnel, resource specialists are viewed as having distinctly different

responsibilities .from administrators, but as having overlapping responsibi=.

lities with school psychologists, regular class teachers, special_;]aSsA".

teachers, and DIS personnel. Somé role conflict is perceived to exist with

regular class teachers and with psychologists. ‘ |
Since resource speC1a1ists are seen as 1nstruct1ona1 personne] it is

not surprising that,there is perceived overlap in respgns1b111t1es with

f,other instructional personnel. Conflict occurs with régular c]ass teachers

when there 15 lack of clarity as to. the nature and extent of 1nstruct1ona1
respons 1b111ty that each teacher.has for students who are in regu]ar class~
rooms for the majority of the day but are»alsp assigned to the resource
specialist program. Often the régu]ar class teacher wants the'handicapped
student to complete assignments given in his/her class and views theJ
resource specialist as a sort of "tutor" to assist the student in comple=
tion of assignments. The resdurce specialist, alternatively;-viens his/her
role as remediating a general problem and wants to use his/her own curricu-
lum strategies in working withbthe student. Regular class teachers and |
resource’specialists must work together to determine the extent to which
{nstructionaT sf?ategies and’ activities can be ccordinated between requiar

class and the resource specialist program.

SRR I O
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“The perception of overlap and conflict between resource specialists and
psychologists is indicative'of.the fact that while assessment is not speci-
fically designated as a role responsibility for resource spec%alisté, they
CIearly'do coﬁduct as well as coordinate assessment activities. The assess-
ments conducted by resource spécialists are'mqétlyvacademic in nature, in
‘contrast to more specialized testing done- by psycholdgists_and other assess-
. ment personnel. However, the delineation of who should appropriately con-
duct different assessment and diagnoéis’prdcedures‘is not clear. |,

. Recommendations

4.1 Each SESR should establish procedures to ensure that the nature
. of instructional responsibility for students assigned to both
- resource specialist and regular education programs is clearly
~delineated among the personnel who will work with each student.
4.2 ‘The state department should provide guidelines which can be used
by each SESR in determining appropriate personnel to conduct
various assessment activities. The extent to which resource spe-
cialists are to be involved in assessment must be clarified so
that training programs can address these skills.

Question 5.0 WHAT SPECIFIC ORGANIZATIONAL, PERSONAL, OR ROLE DEMOGRAPHIC
- - VARIABLES INFLUENCE PERCEIVED ROLE FUNCTIONING? .

Number of years of experience in the role and grade Tevel served were“ana»

lyzed 1n.comparison;to otﬁer'questionnaife respdnses of resource specialists

to determine thé,éxtent to wh%ch thesé variables may affect ﬁékceived foje

; functioning.:'ln géheraT,vwhi1g spebialists with more experience. felt more

comfortable in the roie, the number of years experience made no difference

in perceived ro1g performance. A few specialists reported ghat‘the first

year on the job they were confused and Frustrateq. However, most spe=-

‘éia1ists indicaﬁéd.that they knew what was expected 6f them in this role, .

and having more‘experience served to br@vide them with a clearer under-

étand{ng of areas in which they would 1ike'to expand their functioning and

-

“# ‘1‘4“
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Bas1ca11y, specialists function "in a s1m11ar manner at d1fferent

evels of the educat1ona1 system. Some differences were noted, however, d" |

accord1ng to the grade 1eve] served. Elementary 1eve1 specia11sts reported

‘];_spend1ng more time consu]tzng w1th regular class teachers than d1d secondary

fspecaa11sts. E]ementary spec1a11sts also spend more t1me on assessment and -
.staff deveIopment than the1r counterparts at the secondary level, E]ementary '

leveT spec1a11sts reported more non-1nstruct1ona1 duties than secondary ,

spec1a11sts, but secondary spec1a]ists reported slightly more time spent in

actual 1nstructlon. There are some uanue character1st1cs of the secondary

| 1v1eve1, such as ‘the 1arger number of reguTar class teachers with whom a

"Jresou(ce specia11st must 1nteract to p1an and coordInate a pupiT's instruc-

tional’ program. On the pos1t1ve side, it may be the case that at the

‘;'secondary Tevel’ S reduction in the number- of ass1gned non-1nstructiona1

udut1es leaves the spec1a11st with more time for actua] 1nstruct1on. No
~differences Were reported between the two groups in terms of case1oad or ineﬂﬁ‘
'their fee11ngs of overa11 respons1b111ty for the management of a student'

case.y In genera1, the level in which spec1a11sts work “did not\make a dif~f_~

. ference in terms of job satisfaction or perceived effectiveness in providing

and both specia] class teachens and special education admifiistrators.

servnces to others. However, at the secondary level more overlap and
conf?wct in role respon51b11it1es were noted between resource specialists
o _ a :
These statements about differences in functioning at the secondary Tevel
must be interpreted cautiously, however, since less than one-fourth of

respondents reported that they work at this level of the. educational

system.

a4y
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Recommendations

>y 5.1 The state department should undertake an analysis of d1fferences

. ' in functioning of resource specialists at elementary and secondary
levels. Requirements for effective functioning may vary at these
different 1evels of the educational system. ‘ “

,_Quest1on 6.0 How EFFECTIVE IS THE PERCEIVED FUNCTIONING OF RESOURCE
_ B SPECIALISTS? . _ \

The maJor1ty of resource spec1a11sts perce1ve themse]ves as qu1te to
extremely effective in prov1d1ng serv1ces to students, parents, and schoo]

i-personne%. Interview respondents 1nd1cated that their ab111ty to 1dent1fy a‘;

",_student S 1earn1ng needs and to match these needs w1th appropr1ate instruc-
Z:-“,:ﬁ t1ona1 methods was one of the1r greatest strengths. "In add1t1on, they
' be11eve that they areneffect1ve in 1nsur1ng a c0nt1nu1ty 1n the organ1za-"'
t1dn and proces 1ng of a student's case from referra], through p]ann1ng,
placement,. 1nstruct1on, ‘and review. The spec1a11sts a1so feel that they
are a useful resource to the regular staff, acting in a consu1ting and
assisting role to’ assure coord1nation of the overa]l program for each
student . o - o | o w' )
.The rasource spec1a1|st program s vwewed by most other choo] persona
nel as an extremely effective spec1a1 educatwon 1ntervent1on, partwcu]ar]y »
in the areas of assessment, instructional p1ann1ng, and 1nstruct1on.“"
. Questionnaire respondents and individuals who were interviewed reported
o being”personally satisfied with resource specialists services..ReguTan
- teachérs»reported.receiving assistance on how to work with the handicapped
student in‘theho1ass; many of them suggested that the resource specialist is
the on1y special education representative who has been able to provide this
kind of assistance. Psychologists, program specialists and even principals
. are often viewad as providing‘adyice that is too theoretical or non-practical.

‘The success of this program seems 1arge1y“re1atednto the fact the resource

u)
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specialists are instructional persohnel who can reassure the regular class
teacher that they do underétandﬂthe demands of the regular c¢lassroom, since
they have both regu]aﬁ and'special education teaching experience. Estab~'

Tishment and maintenancelof this kind of rapport and working relationship

,takes-time and contact. Whatever demands are p]aged on the resource §pe-

cialist program in the future, time must still be maintafned for the
f a ‘ ‘

‘resource specialist to preservé'this important link as a Tiaison between

the regular and special education programs..
 Criticism of either the resource specialist program in general or spe-

cific specialists was.slight. One problem that ‘was noted.by other school

personné1'rgjated to scheduling; pulling students out of the 'regular class

to go to the resource specialist often meant that a student would miss

important instruction in>the,regu1ar'c1a§s. Pull out'programsvrequire

dipldmaby'and skill in coordination, particularly in meeting scheduling needs.

Recommendation

6.1 ,Each SESR should establish procedures to assure that part of the
IEP team responsibilities include agreement among instructional
personnel as to the scheduling of time for students to spend out-
of the regular class and in the resource specialist program.

Question 7. WHAT. PROBLEMS ARE PERCEIVED AS IMPEDING EFFECTIVE ROLE FUNCTI0N-

ING OF RESOURCE SPECIALISTS?

:Thé majority of spe¢1a1ists Eeported being quite to extremely satisfied

| with'théjr»work, and this job satisfaction seems to he sustained over time,
‘There are frustrations, however. Specifically, the majority of resource
“gpecialists beiiéve that 1ack of time and’the size of their caseload impair
‘their efféttive, fulfiliment -of job requirements. Other school personnel _‘

“agreed with the perceptions of resource specialiéts, and particularly felt

that caseload should be reduced. Paperwork requirements were viewed by most

personnel as excessive and as contributing to the reduced time available for

“ 14,
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carrying out critical job responsibilities such as direct instruction.
Given the passage of SB 769 which reduces the number of aides ava11db1e
to assist in the resource specialist program, the problems mentiohed‘above
aré likely to bé exacerbated, It is unclear what is a teaspnable amount of

time to spend on any one aspect of job functioning or what is an appropriate

: number of students that can be handled; obviously these relate td a number

of situational variables (e.g., size of school, nature of student popula~
tion, otheF resources available, experience funétioning under a Master Plan,
system), as well as task variables. However, if the resource specjaiist
prdgrah,is to Eontinue to function efftcfively (as it cufrently is, "according
to the perception of the specialists themselves and other school personnel
affiliated with the program) thgn\res&urCes cannot be removed from the

program,

Recommendation

7.1 The state department should undertake an analysis of the feasibi-
11ty of the current requirements for functionin of resource spe-
cialists in differing local situations. Determination must be
made of the appropriate mix of coordinative and instructional
responsibilities for resource specialists given local variations

« such as geographic concentration or dispersion of students,
availability of other resources (e.g., aides), and use of other
special education personnel (e.g., program specialists as admin-
istrative or support personnel). The appropriate number of stu-
dents that can be served by any one specialist should be weighed
against other requirements for functioning and guidelines pro-
vided to SESRs with differing local needs and service -delivery
systems,

g

Question 8.0 WHAT CHANGES IN THE RESOURCE SPECIALIST ROLE AND RESPON-
SIBILITIES ARE NEEDED TO INCREASE EFFECTIVENESS?

Nearly three-fourths of the resource specialists felt that changes in
the role and responsibilities would be beneficial. Again, the suggested
changes focused on less paperwork and smaller caseloads. In addition, the

specialists would 1ike more time for instruction and éurricu}um development.

15y
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Specialists believed that'responsibilities need to be clearly defined,.
' -emphasizing some aSpects of the job more than others. The specialistsi'
‘-‘1perceptions of areas in which they would ideally spend more time primarily
,1nclude. 1) consulting with regular classroom teachers on the identification
_ g'and assessment of learning and behavioral patterns of handicapped studentsé‘, o
2) working with teachers in utilization of evaluation data for modifica-
tion of instruction and curriculum, 3) assisting in the selection of “in-
..structional methods and materials, and 4) in general coordinating the
' implementation of the activities of the resource spec1alist program with
\'.the regular classroom curriculum. Many of the specialists would like to
'.spend more time working one to one 1th students, and believed they should
",monitor the progress of those who have left the resource specialist program. o

“They feel they should be spending more time in’ the development of vocational .

half-of the specialists would like

- plans for handicapped students. “Near,
. _to spend more time providing both form 1 and- informal staff development as

well as participating in innovati e, program development activities. They

'l_would like to have more contact with community agencies offering other ser-i

vices and with other resource specialists, perhaps for professional develop-
) ment . They feel that they should spend more time with parents assisting
‘them in understanding the program being prdvided to their child and in pro-
viding information regarding more;effective utilization of other community |
iresources besides the school. | - | .
| In short, the specialists would like: to be doing all the activities
and functions which are already defined as part of the resource specialist
.V'role but realize that they need more time, fewer students, or some adminis-‘

trative direction in order to.set priorities to carry out all these

responsibilities. Many specialists suggested that hiring aides who were
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more highly skilled is a reasonable way to increase the overall effective-

f

ness of the resource specialist program.- Much time is spent in training

and supervision of resource specialist aides. Better trained aides who
have a long term commitment to the program (as opposed to college trainees,_ :
: etc ) could assume more responsibility for the day-to-day functioning of ;
the program (including paperwork requirements), thus freeing the resource
: specialist for the coordinative and consulting aspects of the role.
However, the. reduction of aides under SB 769 undermines the viability of
this alternative.v. IR ‘ ‘ | .A '
‘Q T In all cases where specialists worked at multiple sites there was a o
’ perceived reduction in effectiveness." If a specialist needs to serve mored

than one school then a reduction in the number served at any one site may ‘

be necessary to assure effectiveness of the program.

" Recommendation < . P | S e

8.1 The state department should conduct aﬁ analysis of hiring prac-
. tices for resource specialist aides. If reduction in the number
;of aides as required under SB 769 is to continue, then the skill
level of those aides to be hired must be examined to assure that
" the resource $petialist program will benefit. from these aides
~_ without increasing the training and supervision responsibilities
-* of the resaurce specialists who need. to use- this. time carrying
‘out other role responsibilities. , Pt

| The findings of the present study add to the body of literature related

to educational change. The goals of federal and state special education

" |legislation in the past decade have focused on improving service delivery

to handicapped children. Changes, such as the introduction of new person-
nel roles, have met with mixed success. _The experience of California,
[ under the Master Plan for Special‘Eudcation mirrors that of many other states

(e g., TeXas and Massachusetts) in that the success of educational changev"

has been found to vary, depending on the extent to which” the innovation .

‘matches variations in local district‘needs and capabilities. In the case .

H.
at
o
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of the program and resource specialists who are the topic of;the/ﬁresent_

'study, torthe extent'that the requirements for functioning of the two roles -

have produced service delivery alternatives that assist other local

personnel, the functioning is perceived as successful Where requirements

._for functioning are seen as intrusive or non-adaptive to local conditions,‘

the change process has met - with more resistance, producing ejther non-

B compliant implementation or negative perceptions among school personnel or .

iboth -The task for policy makers, researchers and practitioners is to ana-

lyze the response of the “street level“ bureaucrats, toward providing 3

i

- knowledge and understanding of the variations in functioning of program and -

resource specialists and other educational personnel, in diverse educa- '
tional situations. Such knowledge.can provide a basis for more realistic

policy and program planning to enhance the viability of promoting success-

ful changes in the educational system inherent in assuring free appropriate._

public education to all hand icapped children._ "

.,l
o
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- Case Study Summary of Resource Specialists Functioning

"Special Education Services Region #1

This SESR was chosen because it is a rural,'county-w1de SESR that has
been under the Master Plan for four years and hires its program specialfsts

under an administrative contract. :

I. QUALIFICATIQNS AND ASSIGNMENT

Of the two specialists interviewed, one resource sps;ﬂéqu%“was reported
as having the appropriate credentials. Although there was no jnformation
on the other resource specialist, this indiyidual's interest in psycho-motor
development and-brain dysfunctions indicated some specialization. The
first resource specialist had special education teaching experience for a

year, and the other resource specialist had been a read1n?‘tencher for 12
years, Neither of these professionals had been regular classroom teachers.

There was no indication that the caseload of either of these re¥ource-
specialists went beyond the acceptable legal range (24-28), the new resource
specialist spoke of seeing up to "ten children beyond" the official caseload
of 17. This. resource specialist was unhappy with the additional assignment.
The other resource specialist did not mention caseload as being an issue.
Each resource specialist had an .aide. -

I1. ACTIVITIES

Identification and Referral -

In general, teachers make the original referral. At one site the prin-
cipal instituted a pre-referral system to screen referrals before they had
to be processed according to law. It appeared that a let of "hitches" had
been worked out, and this process gave teachers an opportunity to informally
discuss what kind of problems a student was having and to work out remedia-
tion, if feasible, prior to a formal referral and subsequent assessment and
placement. '

One resource specialist plans and coordinates IEP team activities. The
responsibilities assigned the other resource specialist involve contacting
parents at least twice before an IEP meeting to discuss the procedures and
inform parents of their rights in language they can understand. Initial
contact was made by the teacher who originally referred the child.

Assessment

Assessment was perceived as both a formal procedure, and an informal
ongoing process. Both resource specialists were responsible for administering
academic tests as part of the IEP process. Although assessment cut into
one of the specialist's time on instruction, this resource specialist
disagreed with the principal who perceived the resource specialist role as

. divided. One person would carry out a “service delivery system,* and
. another individual could function as a “"coordinator and_assessor,” remarked

the principal. The resource specialist belfeved criterion referenced

. testing was important for instruction and improving the design of the IEP.

This person felt psychologists were the proper staff to perform norm

referenced tests (for purposes of placement not instruction).
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It was assumed that the. resource specialist who coordinated the 'IEP
process participated in the instructional planning of the IEP, Since this =
. resource specialist argued in favor of assessment as a basis for instruc- .
tional planning, there seems to be 'sufficient evidence that this was one of -
the responsibilities of this specialist., . o o N .

, The other.resource specialist did not differentiate between the IEP and

ongoing planning fon classwork. This resource specialist satd: *I do -
fnstructional planning for my children and keep a copy for parents, if -
there are any questions, and even the 1ittle ones know the plans.”

Placement o . ' !
Placement appeared to be a tgim decision ﬁade during an IEP ﬁeet1ng. '

A majority of resource specialist time was spent in direct instruction.
One resource specialist focused primarily on academics. This resource
specialist felt specialists have simiTar responsibilities, but may vary in
the instructional aspect of their work according to their area of expertise,
The other resource specialist .provided both academic remedtation and.
psycho-motor activities for special students. There was staff support at
each of these schools for the work of the resource specialist, regardiess
of their specialty. s '

Student Reyiew

One resource specialist spoke of "placement review" as part of the IEP
process. The other resource specialist defined review as a continuous
monitoring of student progress, as well as a formal requirement under law,
One resource specialist reported that a formal review of .student achieve-
ment occurred every six months,. : o -

Staff. Development

‘ |

officially, staff development appeared to be an annual event at both |
sites visited., ‘A principal with expertise in Special Education conducted |
an inservice at one of the schools observed, and a resource specialist pre- |
|

1

N S T +

sented a formal inservice in the other school visited.

Staff development was also perceived as an ongoing process of con-
sulting with classroom teachers about resource students, suggesting
. {nstructional approaches, and/or providing materials which could benefit
both special and regular students. Others interviewed concurred in this
interpretation of the ongoing inservice function of resource specialists.

Parent Educafion

Although it is clear that “parent conferencing” was a function of the
resource specialist role as perceived by both specialists interviewed, one
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resource specialist emphasized parent contact more consistently. This
specialist's work with parents may be both a function of time on the job
(one year versus the few months the other resource specialist held the
position) and personal interest. This resource specialist called parents
when 1t was warranted, and spoke of continual contact with theém, ‘

I1I. PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF FUNCTIONING/CHAMGES NEEDED

Both resource specialists complained of a lack of time to accompiish
what they perceived as their responsibilities, prdmarily instruction.
One resource speécialist was especially concerned about the extefit to.which
referral procedures, especially assessments, cut into time for direct
fnstruction. The other resource specialist was unhappy with the principal‘s.
decision to institute an academic program wirich cut back the amount of time
students could spend in the resource program. o ‘ ,

The newer specialist expressed dissatisfaction with the amount of
paperwork and felt the role would be more effectiye if the caseload were
smaller. This specialist also saw a need for on-site counseling, which
would lessen demands on resource specialists in this area. -
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Special Education Services Region #2 IR

SESR #2 possesses theé following characteristics: it is a codSort1um§
it has been operating under the Master Plap for 4 years; and its program
specialists are categorized as, “other," since they perform a variety of
functions. : ‘

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND ASSIGNMENT

Each of the five resource specialists interviewed in SESR #2 have
taught full-time for three or more years. All but one possess at least on
special education credential, Ome s currently working on an [H . . ~ .
credential, None of the resource specialists have had regular classroom
teaching experience, = . -~ -~ : :

A11 of the Resource Specfalist Programs investigated in this area func-
tion as “pull-out® programs and are desfgned for students assigned to -them

for less than the majority of the school day. Caseloads range from 14 to
22 students, s S ‘ - .

1. ACTIVITIES

.

Identification and Referr&1

. ,
Referrals are received by the high school resource specialists directly -
"from the student's counselor. The resource specialist-has the responsibility
“of gathering information from a student's folder (e.g., grade reports)
prior to the IEP Team meeting. At-the meeting, which is attended by the
vice-principal (or designee), referring teacher, program specialist and
" resource specialists, modifications are suggested and a casenﬁzzrier (usually
A one of the three resource specialists at the school) is assigned. "
In another school (elementary Tevel), referrals are given to the
resource specialist via the principal. The principal and resource spe-
cialist consult with the referring teacher to getermine the appropriateness
of a particular referral (for testing) and/or might suggest modifications
for the regular classroom. . ST A '

In sti11 another elementary school, the resource specialist as a member
of the IEP Team, hears referrals from teachers, and together with the team
recommends remediations for the classroom and/or inftiates an assessmenF
with the consent of the parents. ' Sy

~ In none of the above mentioned cases is the resource specialist the
primary recipient of referrals. The resource specialists function as con-
sultants in this area. .

Assessment

A11 resource specialists interviewed conduct academic assessments.

. Some also do sensory acuity, sensory-motor and aptitude testing., One
resource specialist mentioned that, at times, a program specialist has been
requested to do assessments. Psychologists and nurses were also mentioned

| by a few resource specialists as having some responsibily for assessments,

( 16y
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Instructional Plinn1ng

" A1l resource specialists in this area develop their own instructional
plans and choose their own curriculum materials. Most rely on the-IEP team
to establish the handicapping conditfon and the long-term goals for the
student. From these long-term goals, the resource specialists formulate
dafly instructional plans. : ‘ :

., One resource specialist coordinates 1nstrhc£1ona1 planning with the
‘student's regular classroom teacher and is sometimes assisted by a program
specialist. .

N

- Two.high school resource specialists use folders containing records of

- each of the student's work-in-progress, plus grades they've received on
each unit.: One of these high school resource specialists sends progress
iheckl1sts to the students' teachers and uses the information in planning -
nstruction. ST

Four -of the five resource specialists interviewed help make placement
decisions with other school personnel as members of their schools' IEP.
teams. It is not known whether a fifth resource specialist who was inter-
viewed has responsibility for making placement decisions.

In«é]l cases, 1nstruct1onfjs the major activity for these resource spe-
cialist. Several of them instruct students both one-to-one and 1 all
‘groups. One resource specialist instructs mostly on a one-to-one basis.

Aides, in four of the six cases, assist resource spec1a11sfs in
fnstruction. One resource specialist said that a program specialist also
assists with instruction orce a week. The resoutrce specialist of the con-
tinuation high school said.that the focus of instruction at this site is in
getting students to pass the high school proficiency exams. :

Student Review
o A1l resource specialists review student progress. Four conduct annual,
t end-of-year reviews of each student. One assesses the students' progress .

every six weeks. In addition to the annual reviews, some resource specialists
also maintain ongoing contact with parents as a means of checking progress,
conduct formal mid-year reviews, and send periodic progress reports to
regular class teachers.

One resource specialist stated that under the supervision of the
program specialist, the procedures of the Resource Specialist Program (RSP)
are reviewed for compliance. Anothar resource specialist said that a
review of the RSP is ongoing. Mo information was obtained in regard to
‘this subject from any of the remaining resource specialists in this area.

-

ERIC - | | 18]
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Three resource specialists make at least one formal in-service presen-
“tation to their staff each year. Two consult with teachers on a daily
basis, but do not hold any formal in-services, It is not known whether one
of the resource specialists interviewed does any staff development.

H

| III. PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF FUNCTIONING/CHANGES NEEDED

) Two resource specialists pérceive themselves as most effective with .
" students because of their ability to isolate a students' learning needs and
to match these needs with appropriate instructional methods. One felt that
because the IEPs were geared towards the child having every chance of

success, the child's self-esteem was positively affected. Additional areas |

of effectivenass mentioned by resource specialists include: their teaching
. self-discipline, as well as improving math and reading skills; their o
expressing care and concern for. students as individuals; and their helping
" students become better organized and more attentive, o : ‘

Four ressurce specialists claim the amount of paperwork involved in
their jobs is a major cause of inefficiency. .Another related problem
mentioned 1s the frequent -change in forms. .Other conditions which these
resource specialists feel impede their effectivenessi.include: having too
large a caseload; students who are truant; students who are reluctant to
_be identified with the resource specialist program; constantly changing

laws; time 1limitations; newness to position; and being out ‘of touch with
what is called "normal® performance. Two high school resource specialists
who work in the same program each reported that there were tensions between
them. Different personalities and educational philosophies seem to under-
cut collegialfty or cooperation in one high school. '

" When asked what changes each of them would like to see made.in their
present roles and in special education services 4n general, two said they
would 1ike to be able to spend more time directly working with teachers,
helping them develop educational programs for students, One felt that 1if _
resource specialist. ajdes were qualified to take more responsibility for
instruction in the "pull-out® program, the resource specialist would be
free to do this. Other changes which these resource specialists would like
to see are the following: greater acceptance among regular. staff members
of individual differences; vocational education programs and physical edu-
catfon facilities; and more money for computers and audfo-visual materfals
in order "tg keep kids interested.” :

Resource specialists were asked three questions related to training:
1) what past experiences and training did you find most helpful ,; you in
your present position? 2) What additional. instruction would you ‘Tike now
that you are working as a resource specialist? and 3) what background
experiences would you recommend to someone who is considering working as a
resource specialist? . -

In response to the first question, two resource specialists said that
their on-the-job experiences as teachers were most helpful to them., Two
said their work experiences outside of education prepared them the most -for -

'gy,
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helping students, because they understood the kinds of jobs their students
would be seeking and the preparation they would need for them in school.
Additional experiences and training which were noted that were helpful to
these resource specialists were working as .a RSP aide, being a parent,
training in speech and language, and taking classes in assessmqnt and
psychology. . : ) R

. Now that they have worked as resource specialists, two said they would -
Tike more guidance in vocatienal education and vocational assessment.
These resource specialists would also 1ike more training in counseling,
auditory dysfunctions, visual handicaps, and reading. :

" For anyone considering a position as a resource'Specjaf1st, the
£511owing .were recommended as -important background experiences: skill in =
being abie to use materials to help remedy learning handicaps, both regular

and special eduqation‘teach1ng‘expgpience, and *11king children."”

-

)
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~' . Case Study SUmmary pf Resource Specialists Functioning -
| Spéciai Education Services Region #3

SESR #3 possesses the following characteristics: it is a county-

directed SESR in the Master Plan for three years. It has a rural/urban mix

and its program specialists are under instructional contracts.

I. QUALIEICATIONS AND ASSIGNMENT

Two of the three resource specialists interviewed had appropriate spe-

- c{al education credentials. One resource specialist had worked in a

special day class but did not indicate any academic qualifications for this
position aside from a standard elementary credential.

_One resource specialist had worked at this site for three years, and
had previously taught in a private special education school for emotionally

* disturbed adolescents. Another resource specialist, with five years

experience in the same school, had worked with handicapped pre-school
children for one year .and had also substituted in special education classes
and interned in a language clinic before coming to this site. The third
specialist had worked in a special day class for 2l years and had taught in
an adult education program, . ‘

Two resource specialists interviewed wbrked full-time in a pull-out
program, and one resource specialist worked part-time in the same type of
program, The part-time specidlist was assigned from 2-16 students. There
is only caseload information about one full-time resource sgfcialist, who

‘was assigned 24 students, It is assumed that since all speclialists .
. operated within the same district, and two were in the same,gchool, the

caseload level was within legal limits.
11, ACTIVITIES .

<

" Two resource specialists were consulted by teachers, and occasionally by
parents, about students in order to determine whether there was a need to

* go through the whole special education process, or if “alternative possibi-

lities™ were feasible. If there was a decision to follow through with for-
mal procedures these specialists would do® the academic testing. A third
specialist reported being asked to do assessments, but was not consulted #n

the prereferral process. -

Assessment

A1l the specialists interviewed performed academic assessment and'the .

psychologist gave IQ or personality tests. Time on assessment was approxi- .

mately 5k hours per week accerding to the full-time resource specialist, .
and 3 hours per week for the part-time specialist.

Two resource specialists described instructienal planning as one of

the activities in meeting with an IEP team, when they took part in writing

goals and objectives for a student. One specialist felt that instructional
planning occurred after test results were reported. A third specialist did
not provide information in" this area. y .

16
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Placement decisions were mad# during’ IEP meetings. ‘None of the

' speC1alists reported having any FpEClal 1nfluence in this area, .

~ A11 the resource specialists 1nterviewed spoke of spending over 50% of

“their time on direct. instructipon. Instruction took place in separate -
. resource rooms and two specia 1sts described 1nstruction as follOW1ng

through on the IEP

'A- preceded by assessment and .
.~ Student review was also re orted as-an ”1nformal“ ongoing process of
'evaluating student progres .« N

This was done formally ft both schools in an annual review which was
nvolved members of the original IEP team.

Program Rev1ew

--usually perceived as a ri
‘than an evaluation of 0 going teach1ng/learn1ng practices.

This: was generally d fined as "student rev1ew." . Program review'was' -
view of pupil progress in terms of an "IEP" rather

Staff Development~f

- One resource spec;alist participated in a- formal.presentation which -

“orjented aides to thefir new" respons1bil1ties. None of the. specialists
~ §poke of staff. devel'pment as an ongoing process. There appeared tobe a
“ Tack of interest, or/leadership, in perceiving teacher inservice as a func-
" tion of the resource specialist role. One of the teachers interviewed"
. addressed this gap And pointed dut:that with-the addition of new staff
. (this was a growin district) there was a real need for spme knowledge
about the identification and referral process. : _

l}Parent Education

Only one resource specialist aoknowledged any parent involvement

- One of the regular classroom teachers reported -that resource speci#alists

had limited contact with parents from her experience with the resource
specialist program. There was little emphasis on parent participation as -
significant to this role. .. | A ..

IIIf PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF FUNCTIONING/CHANGES NEEDED

.. This was a. “growing" district, with a low SES population. The

demographics influenced the functioning of the specialists and many of their

comments and the remarks. of others reflected perceptions of (a) a lack of
qualified personnel, (b) a scarcity of resources, and (c) a lack of leader-
ship in coordinating programs either at the site, within the d1strict, or

;from the SESR

-

165
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. A'keSOUrce spécia]iSt; WhO”had a caseload of 24, spoke of wOrking with_"
39 students the preceding year. - This specialist shared materials with
other schools and felt that .this practice impeded efficient implementation °

_ through the referral process.: .

of the program. A few teachers criticized the length of time it took to work

. _The principal and a few teachers werg unhappy with the communication -
skills of one resource specialist; who had been hired apparently without ™
the proper. credentials. .t T L T

. Pull-out programg.require diplomacy and skill in" coordination. - Two
resource specialists .interviewed agreed that "scheduling" was a problem. .

_One teacher interviewed confirmed the difficulty one of the specialists had

~in communication, and this teacher felt the resource specialist was. -
"inconsiderate," when scheduling students. '

- . i " . '
- . . . . ]

L.
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o Case Study Summary of Resource Specialists Functioning
| Special Education Seryices- Region #4

SESR . #4 possesses the following characteristics it is an urban_area,

and a Consortium with one year in the Master Plan. Program specialists are

required to- have a Pupil Services Credential .
I. QUALIFICATIONS AND-ASSIGNMENT

. Four resource specialists were interviewed “one was an elementary .
school and three were in high schools. The elementary resource specialist
had dn M.A. in the education of the mentally retarded, and a California -
special education credential. This resource specialist had been a special
education teacher for eight years, one year of that time had been spent in
an EMR class.,z» oy
Two of the high school specialists were credentialed according to law.
A third resource specialist was working on an LH and Pupil Personnel '

‘credential. Two of the specialists had been single subject teachers for .

fifteen years or more. The other resource specialist had six years of

-m experience in special education before accepting the present position.

The elementary resource specialist was assigned grades K-5, but there is

no information on the caseload. In the high school, one resource specialist -

reported h:‘ing a caseload of 24, hut claimed- contact with more students
than officflly assigned. Andther resource specialist said there were 16

students in Level I and 22 in Level IV. Although this may seem high, Level .

IV students only came to resource twice a week. The third resource, spe-
cialist indicated that officially all specialists working at this site were

: within the legal limit in ‘their caseloads.

II. ACTIVITIES

‘ Identification and Referral

The elementary resource specialist spent 2& hours per week reviewing
"referrals" as a member of the guidance committee. The guidance team ‘Was -

- !

"instituted as a pre-referral process.

- None bf the high school resource specialists appeared to play a role in
the identification and referral process. Academic assessment.seemed to be:

the primary function of resource specialists after a student had been
referred - ,

Assessment '

A1l the resource ‘specialists jnterviewed performed academic assessments
for placement and IEPs. The elementary' resource specialist did academic
testing, observed students and consulted with members of the guidance team
as part of the "assessment® process. Two high school.specialists adminis-

‘tered the Wrat and the Brigance Inventory of Essentiat Skills. Part of
‘their responsibility also included contacting regular classroom teachers as

to student status. Another resource specialist administered assessments as

. part of a screening committee which reviewed referrals and handled transfers.
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There was no 1nformat10n'on whether this wroup functioned in the same
manner as the guidance team. This specialist reported giving two tests -in
academic areas and two tests "in each handicapping area.” .

" Instructional Planning

" The elementary resource spéc1a11§t described this function as "organizing -

' material for the aide to use in a partial pull-out program, and feeding .

supplementary material to classroom teachers." Resource specialists in the

“high school do instructional planning when they write objectives for an IEP

and in their preparation for the different levels of resource pupils. Level

‘1 students spend "up to 50%" of their time in resource classes and require

the most preparation, while Level IV students are ‘tutored, generally using
their regu]ar-c]assroom,assignments;yith occasional supplemental materials.

| Placement

None of the resource speéia]ists interviewed reported having any signi-

ficgnt role in placement.

Instruetion . . |
Only the elementary resource specialist speﬁt less than 50% of the time

- e .

- on instruction. This resource specialist works predominantly in the regu-

lar classroom (the aide performs most of the instruction with pull-out.

“students), and may be as involved in- "consulting and assisting regular

teachers* and "modeling" instruction as with tutoring individuals or groups
of students. This resource specialist found the "consultant role" one of

El

' the most_satisfying aspects of the resource specialist program.

Two other resource specialists spent a majority of their time
instructing special students in a subject or tutoring them in areas where
they need remediation. Another resource specialist reported instruction
was a major function, but did not specify what the nature of the work was.

\
Sludent Review .
. < ' : . : ; .. _. - . £ ’ ) )
There was.no information about a formal review process from the elemen-
tary resource specialist. - , : :

One rééourcgqspecialist'Stated that a formal review was held in the

‘spring, and Form B of the Brigance Inventory of Basic Skills was administered

by one .of resource specialists as a past-test. Another resource specialist
initiated a six week review procedure. Classroom teachers received a

" checklist for each special student in their classes, -and at the end of the.

six weeks they indicated what kind of progress these students had made.
Both this resource specialist and a regular classroom teacher reported the

checklist as an effective means of monitoring students receiving special help.

‘Staff Development

The elementary resource specialist provided some formal staff”deveTop-

"ment on the functioning of the-guidance team. None of the other resource

specialists indicated they had participated in formal inservice programs,
but all the specialists did assist and consult with “others® informally
about special students. | - ' _

18y
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The.elementary resource specialist consutted with and assisted others
on the guidance team and in the regular classroom: Teachers interviewed at
this school indicated how their attitudes had changed and how this resource
specialist helped them in instruction. The principal confirmed this :
_ spﬁc}?11st's'role in providing continual "inservice," such as instructional
-modeling. ' o > oo .

High school specialists maintained contactYW1th'regu1ar classroom ) o |
teachers and insured that the teachers were aware of special students and S
- their problems. ' . . : )

'ParentMEducation : : g

There was no information on parent education. Contact with parents was
not emphasized, and the only time it was mentioned was during a discussion
about the “identification and referral process.". ‘

III. PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF FUNCTIONING/CHANGES NEEDED

' Two resource specialists perceived a continuing bias against spectal-
. education by regular staff members. They felt labeling and “pigeon-holing
had not been eliminated. One of the specialists felt that special education
" was blamed because of constant legal/procedural changes, as well as changes
in acceptable practices. -

- High school resource.specialists complained about bureaucratic problems
(lost files) and the number of teacher contacts (80 according to one °
resource specialist). Two of the specialists who had been single subject
teachers were uncomfortable tutoring students outside their own area of
expertise. One resource specialist was frustrated with Level I students
(these are regular pupils who see the resource specialist daily) because
they were performing so poorly. A special day class teacher and a DIS
faculty member had similar concerns about these lower tract special
students. The special education personnel felt students were not getting
remediation, and resource specialists were no more than “glorified tutors.”

. The new resource Specia11st wanted more time, additional instruction in T
assessment, better knOwled?e:of handicaps increased counseling services. . T
The changes.the high school specfalists were interested in were noted

above, with the exception of one statement by a resource specialist about
the fmpact of limited finances. Because of financial constraints the
district had been hiring college students as aides, which this resource
specialist felt had hurt the program. There was a lack of permanency and:
comitment on the part of these part-time aides.
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Case Study.Summary of Resource Specialists Functioning

Special Education Services Region #5

. SESR #5 fepresents the following characteristics: it is a single urban .
“district, has been operating under the Master plan for two years, and 1ts A .
program specialists are hired on a management contract. ‘ .

" 1. QUALIFICATIONS AND ASSIGNMENT

B Both resource specialists interviewed are credentialed special educa-
tion teachers. They both meet the legal guidelines requiring resource spe-
cialists to have three or more years of full-time special education and
regular education teaching experience: one has had 20 years of combined
teaching experience and the other has had seven years. o

Each resource-specialist is assisted by one aide. Both resource spe- .
cialist programs function as “pull-out® programs ({.e., resource specialists
are not assigned to the regular classroom), and are designed for students
assigned to them for less than the majority-of the school day. ’

I1. ACTIVITIES

Both resource specialists are actively involved in the identification
and referral stage. They receive all referrals of children who do not seem
to be making appropriate progress, consult with all appropriate people
~ (i.e., psychologist, nurse, parents, teachers, prjncipal), and coordinate

- the entire referral process. . . :

Assessment

Both resource specialists interviewed in this area conduct their own
assessments (i.e., they administer achievement, academic and sensory-motor
tests). They also take responsibility for coordinating the assessment work
done by other specialists (e.g., psychologists, nurses, speech and hearing

- therapists). In one of the schools, the IEP Team determines which spe-

cialist will be responsible for testing and what tests will be administered.

Instructional planning is a role function of both resource specialists
who were interviewed. In one case, the resource specialist helps teachers
plan for children they have in their classes, in addition to developing
instructional plans for children in the "pullfout” program,

lacer

One resource specialist helps make placement decisions for students as
" a member of the IEP Team. It is assumed, although not known for certain,
that the second resource specialist-has responsibilities in this area.

These resource specialiits spend the largest percéntage of their work

" time giving instruction to students. Both are assisted by instructional .
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Both resource specialists conduct annual revieﬂs of students assigned
~ to the resource specialist program. In addition, one of them maintains
ongoing telephone contact with the students' parents. o

- Staff Development

Both .resqurce specialists provide staff development through their
informal and ongoing consultation with teachers and by conducting formal
in-services once or twice a year (e.g., on learning disabilities diagnosis,
Master Plan procedures, and laws). ' |

One resource specialist has frequent telephone contact with parents but
did not mention doing any formal parent education. The-other holds parent
group meetings to discuss learning disabilities, Masters Plan procedures,
and special education laws. E '

111. PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF FUNCTIONING/CHANGES NEEDED

When asked the ways in which they felt they were most effective in
their roles one said: "[in providing] the organization and coordination of
aTl special education services for IWENs from the referral through to the
review stage," and “as a resource to the staff on many aspects of learning
handicaps.” The other feels most effective giving direct instruction to
students and helping parents understand their chi dren‘s’needs:

Conditions which were stated that impair their effectiveness as
teachers include: * not having enough time to do all the work; having too” much
paperwork for the Master Plan; and having to split teaching assignments :
‘between twa schools. (This is the case of only one of the resource specfalists.)

, One resotrce specialist said bilingual teachers were reluctant in
.referring their students for consideration for the resource specialist
program because of the perceived lack of exposure the students would have
- to their native language.- “Proper assessment,” gof bilingual students],
- according to this resource specialist "is [also} hard to do and it takes 2
long time to get someone in the district who can conduct the assessment.”

In general, both resource specialists like their work, They each,
however, recommend a few changes. One resource specialist recommends the
resource specialist aide position be classified at a higher level than it
is presently, because the job, it is felt, is more demanding than a regular
aide's position and requires more competent personnel., The second resource
specialist suggests that in order to optimize effectiveness, a full-time
assignment at one school with an approximate caseload of 18 students would
be ‘much better than a split assignment. Several of the personnel at this
school agreed that because of the unusual demands of the population they
served, having a part-time resource specialist was insufficient.

.  Several school personnel think that the resource specialist/student

" ratio should take into consideration. the social class/ethnic composition of
the student population and other factors rather than relying solely on
arbitrary numbers (24 per 1 caseload). - '
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Case Stugdy Summary of Resource Specialists Functioning

Special Education Services Region #6

. SESR #6 represents the following characteristics: {t 1s a single
district with suburban and rural areas, has been operating under the Master
Plan for tfiree years, and its program specialists are hired under both
Mariagement contracts (those program specialists who supervise special
programs: e.g., CH, PH, SH) or Pupil Services contracts--a teaching salary
- plus stipend ?those who serve LH and resource specialist programs). - )

I+ QUALIFICATIONS AND ASSIGNMENT

Each of the three elementary resource specialists who were interviewed
possesses all of the credentials and experience necessary to satisfy legal
requirements for their position: they are credentialed special education
teachers and have had at least three years of full-time teaching experience
(e.g., one has taught approximately five years, another seven years and
another ten years) in regular and special education settings.

Each resource specialist is assisted by one aide who, &mong other
duties, carries out instruction under the guidance of the resource
specialist. The Resource Specialist Programs (RSP) are conducted as
*pull-out™ programs (i.e., the resource specialtsts do not work in the
regular classrooms and the programs are designed for students assigned to
‘them for less than the majority of the school days). :

Two of the resource specialists work full-time in the elementary
schools where they are assigned; the third works part-time in each of two
different schools. It was reported that the caseload of one resource spe-
cialist was as high as 36 (with yet another four students currently in the
assessment phase), The exact number of students the other two resource
specialists were seeing was not determined in the interviews.

II. ACTIVITIES

Identification and Referral '

Each resource specfalist is the primary recipient of referrals at the
school level. All mentioned that teachers are a source of referrals. One.
also mentioned that parents, counselors, administrators and community mem-
bers make referrals to the resource specialist and that an IEP Team meeting
is held for each referral made. R

At another location, where two resource specialists were interviewed,
it 1is the policy for the resource specialists to check the cumulative
folders of children.who were referred, talk to the appropriate teacher and
consult with staff as to whether the case should be processed throu?h the
special education referral system., If the referral requires specia
education processing, it is the resource specialist's responsibility to
inform parents and to get their consent to test.
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Acaﬁemic dssessments are carried out by each of the resource specia]iﬁts R

interviewed. One includes observations as part of each assessment. At the
time of the interview, none were coordinating the interpretation and imple-
mentation of educational and psychological findings.

Instructional Planning

A1l resource specialists are involved in instructional planning for
handicappéd students, A1l reported that in their schools, instructional
planning occurs after placement decisions have been made. One resource
specialist does the planning with parents. The other resource specialists
?articipate in instructional planning with other members of their school's

EP team, ) - .7

‘Placement

As members of their schools' IEP teams, all resource spécialists inter-
viewed help in making placement decisions. : . .

Instruction

This is the major area of involvement for each of the three resource
specialists interviewed, Fifty to 75 percent of their time is spent in
instruction. A1l three Resource Specialist Programs are designed as
“pull-out® programs and children are given instruction in both small groups
and on a one-to-one basis. Two of the three resource specfalists said that
their aides assist them in instruction. It is not known whether the aide
in the other program does this. None of the resource specialists inter-
viewed played a role in coordinating special education services for handi-
capped students. . '

Review ‘

- Ongoing informal reviews‘of each student's progress are done by all.
resource specialists. In addition, one resource specialist conducts
parent-student conferences every six to nine weeks and two conduct yearly
}forma1 reviews in order to. assess students' progress.

Staff Development

A1l resource specialists reported that they provide some consultation
to teachers regarding handicapped students. One does this mostly as
*informal advice-giving® in the area of curriculum designing and in helping
teachers formulate realistic goals for students. with learning handicaps.
Two of them (both at the same school) provide help to their staff by -
displaying information regarding the learning handicapped students on
teachers' bulletin boards, and by making available to staff audio-taped
lessons and books for use with children. - S
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Program Devejopment |
" None of the three resource specialists interviewed have any involvement
in program development at their schools.

Program Reyiew

» .

Two resource specialists said they meet with their program specialists
to review the Resource Specialist Program; One indicated that this {is_done
{informally on a weekly basis and also once a year on a formal basis. The
other resource specialist reviews notetaking and report writing with the }-;
program specialist as an ongoing activity. '

i Pgreht Education

None of the resource specialists indicated that they conducted any for-
mal parent education programs. A1l three resource specialists consult with
parents of handicapped students at the referral, assessment, placement, .
and/or instructional planning stages. One mentioned having frequent con- :
ferences with parents to discuss their children's work. Anpther mentioned o
developing the IEP together with the parents. Although it was not
specified, it is assumed that resource specialists are providing ongoing
help and information to parents through this contact with them,

III.. PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF FUNCTIOMING/CHANGES MEEDED

Two resource specialists judge themselves as most effective when pro-
viding direct instruction. In addition, one of them feels that developing
curriculum and consulting with teachers is another area of' effectiveness..
The third resource specialist is most effective in assessing the academic
weaknesses of students, and yet, feels that too much time is spent doing
assessment, cutting into instructional time. This resource specialist |
suggests that others should coordinate the referral process and conduct the - |
assessment so that more of the resource specialists time can be spent . |

iving direct instruction. Al130 recommended is lessening of the caseload, |
his resource specialist's caseload {s currently 36. : : |

: ‘In contrast, another feels that coordinating the “referral to review”
‘process is a very important role, although it involves too much work con-
sidering the paperwork required. In this case, it is suggested that the
‘caseload and paperwork be lessened so that the resource specialist's role
as coordinator can be maintained. A recommended number of students 1s 20.

Another resource specialist, who divides a full-time appointment bet-
ween two schools, feels that this arrangement inhibits effectiveness, Too
much time, it is felt, is wasted catching up with evepnts, etc. which have
taken place while away. This same resource specialist wishes to be able to
spend more time consulting with teachers about instruction, and feels it
would be possible if instructional aides were better trained, needing less
supervision and/or if psychometrists couid do some of the testing which .
currently the resource specialist is doing. *
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Special Education Services Regions #1 Through #65 : '

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND ASSIGNMENT

Of the six program specialists interviewed, four appear to have the
necessary credentials required for this position under the law,.but there
is no information about two others. All were experienced in working with
children with exceptional needs. Two pro?ram specialists with SH and LH
credenttals -also had administrative certification. . One of the program spe-
cialists with a CH background had acquired an MA as well as a certificate
of clinical competence. ’ )

One program specialist works im the area of this person's expertise,
CH and hard of hearing, and another program specialist was assigned respon-
sibility for an assessment. team that serves 14 schaols. A program specialist
with experience and training in the area of the severely handicapped works
with a1l the county's autism programs. This program specialist also has
responsibility for a consortium of districts which included 50 resource
specialist programs and 50 special day cTasses. o

The other three specialists were accountable for a geographic area and
specific grade levels. One program specialist had 10 schools with LH and
resource specialist programs to attend to; another was assigned 10
districts containing 28 schools, 45 programs including LH, special day
classes and resource specialist. The last program specialist was respon-
sible for the entire high school district and post secondary programs,
along with a special high school and six students in private schools.

II. ACTIVITIES
ldentification and Referral

. Five out of six program specialists said they were involved to some
extent in identificatfon and referral. Although there was no information
about this function by one program specialist, the consortium of districts
for whom this person worked hired a special education director to handle
the compliance function. —

One program specialist assisted new teachers of the learning handicapped
and resource specialists in the referral process, another program specialist
functioned as a coordinator of an assessment team. This team received
referrals and held pre-assessment meetings, at which time remediation stra- .
tegies were suggested and case-carriers assigned. One program specialist
spoke of working with the IEP team once it was established, and another was
involved in referrals for special day classes. ‘

Assessmant
Only one program specialist had responsibility for assessment as an

ongoing part of the job. This program specialist did language assessment
for psychologists and other program specialists and speech therapists, as
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requested. These assessments were mostly at the pre-school level. One
program specialist, as noted earlier, coordinates an assessment team and
 insures that parents and professionals read the required documents, thus
pulling the case together. Another program specialist requests psycholo- -
21sts do assessments and assists teachers and resource specialists in
testing.  This program specialist perceives this function as consulting on
. assessment., Two other program specialists also indicated they assist and
consult, but do not directly assess students. The one program specialist
‘who did not mention involvement in assessment was responsible to the con-
. sortium of districts. : ' .

Instructional Planning

A majority oﬁ{!rogram specialists consult and Jss1st'spec1al educafibn
personnel and resource specjalists in instructional planning. A few-
program specialists mentioned providing materials for this process.

It appeared from the interviews that IEP/EAS meetings provide the arena
within which program specialists work with other professionals on instruc~
tional pTanning. ~The program specialist who specialized in CH and hard of
hearing consults with speech therapists and others about instructional
planning for an IEP. One program specialist .spoke of “chairing IEP"
meetings and eliciting consensus on instructiqn/placement, in this.manner.
Another program specialist chaired EAS meetings and stated that “writing
objectives* had been one way in which this program specialist took part in .
this process. : - : . S ,

. One program specialist reported spending up to 3 hours a week assisting
special-day classes, and this individual noted that they "may do the entire
planning for this type of class." _ i
Placement ® . _ 4

A11 program specialists have some responsibility for "placement"

‘decisions, 'but there are differences in the degree of involvement and
emphasis. When the schools or district have articulate, well informed and
outspoken parents (cited by two program specialists as a rationale for . the
amount of time devoted to p1acement? or. when the specific responsibilities
designated to a specialist demand involvement, then participation tends to
occur in first .level IEP decisions. One program specialist, who serves
high SES schools, defined “placement® as "the source of our problems.” -

This program specialist worked with new staff on placement decisions and
considered "awareness of resources at the district level™ as “unique to the
job." This program specialist also monitored private school placement. .

Two program specialists cited *placement® as a significant component.
of their work. One of these specialists was noted above because of partici-
pation in first level IEP meetings, the other operated mainly during EAS
meetings and special day class referrals, unless a referral came from a
high SES school. Then this program specialist would participate at an IEP
meeting. _ .

The program specialist who specialized in CH and hard'of hearing attends
EAS meetings occasionally at the request of CH teachers and assists in placement.
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A program specialist who chairs the IEP team meeting, assists the group in
reaching a concensus on placement decisions. The program specialist who
operates the assessment team consults with parents and staff in both _
« entering and exiting programs, as well as working as a member of the IEP
- team on placement decisions. , - e

Instruction

None of the program specialists interviewed were involved in direct
instruction; two mentioned giving demonstrations to resource specialists
. and special day class teachers and *modeling programs.* Two spoke of
- "gbserving® instruction, and the program specialist in communicatively handi-
- capped and hard of hearing consults with speech and language.personnel
about instruction. Three program specialists said they provided materials
for instruction; DIS personnel, special day class teachers and resource
specialist in the high schools noted the usefulness of the pro?ram spe-
cialist functioning in this area. Special materials, especially for high
school students, were claimed to be in short supply. One of the program =~ -
specialists observed, helped a spéech therapist write a grant for -an expen-
sive piece of new equipment to-aid instruction and therapy. ;

* Student Review

'y .

Five of the six program specialists interviewed take part in different

facets of the student review process. Two program specialists chair the
EAS meetings, one “assists in review if it is part of placement.” Another
provides this service if "parents want alternatives.® Two spoke of having
responsibility for the formal review of special students (insuring they

. “occur). The CH, hard of hearing specialist is not directly concerned with
the “compliance® aspects of review since the SESR has designated one indivi-
dual to monitor compliance. < :

- "

Program Development and Innovation

The program specialists interviewed did-not indicate extensive involve-
ment in this area. One program specialist encouraged grant writing,
another helped institute a child study team. Two spoke of "implementing” . |

_rather than initiating programs and one (the CH, hard of hearing program v
specialist) consults on program development. There-was no information from . |
the program specialist who worked with the consortium of districts. ; 1

Program Rev iew | ) ' : J

The only program specialist who specifically responded to this category
spoke of going through the folders of resoucce specialists and special day, :
class teachers and reviewing mandatory ferms. Program evaluation narrowly ‘ ‘
defined can be perceived as Pupil/Program (IEPs) reviews and in this sense, )
program evaluation 1is performed. Program evaluation defined as assessing . I
: the success or failure of how resource specialist programs or special area '

- (DIS, special day class) programs are operating, was not a function of the
grogram specialist's role accerding to those interviewed. -~ )
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Staff Development . g

., Two program specialists consider staff development a significant part
* of their responsibilities; one program specialist is in an. SESR that has -
only been in the Master Plan for 2 years, and one other program specialist
conducts staff development on a regular basis. One program specialist does
it a lot, but "didn't 1ike it," another program specialist was a member of
a staff team which organized inservices, but this specialist did not per-
form any. , . . :
The program specialist in the SESR new to the Master Plan, spoke not
only of staff.inservice, but of werking on a parent handbook, teaching sign
, . language to administrators, and helping parents and schools on mainstreaming.
.. The program specialist, who is involved "regularly* in staff development,
has monthly meetings with resource spacialists and special day class teachers
and tonducts separate inservices with new 'special day class and, resource
specialist teachers on the. Master Plan, According to the communicatively
handdcapped-hard of hearing specialist and others in speech who were .
interviewed, a significant accomplishment was the *job-a-1ike"- ifiservices
that this specfalist initiated. Two speech therapists questioned in this
SESR felt "job-a-1ike* staff development was more rewarding than the
general meeting that had preceded these. This specialist also coordinates
workshops with a local college. .

I[II. PEﬁCEPVED ADEQUACY OF FUﬁCTIONING/CHANGES.NEEDED

. Three of the six program specialists perceived themselves as most
effective in some aspect of the.referral to review process. One program
specialist emphasized ski1l as cpordinator of IEP meetings and an ability
to insure appropriate placement decisfons. Another felt she “global view"
or cosmopolitan perspective ‘'of a program specialist is valuable for the
coordination function, ‘ ' -

‘ One specialist gxperiences a sense of accomplishment in an “area of
. speciality" (the individual with -the M,A.), as well as in knowing where to
get good materials for high school resource specialists and other special

education-personnel. This specialist and one other felt effective in
resolving *conflicts.” A third program specialist-dealt with the issue of
controversy by preventing conflict, claiming success in “bringing about -
cooperation with staff.” , S .

The communicatively handicapped-hard of hearing specialist felt the
-job-a-1ike insérvices were an achievement and also noted how the program
specialists had “equalized services.” .

Another program specialist said that the ability to focus on curriculum
the second year, rather than compliance, contributed to increased effectiveness
in this role. This program specialist also felt effective in scheduling
prigrities. Three program épecialists mentioned "skill in scheduling* as
important in the fqpctioning of a program specialist.. '

fhree program speciali&fs per£e¥ved their role with parents as a
}cbntribution and one called this a pasition of “parent™ advocacy.

Q ‘,_ . *‘ . ’
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. Three spécialists interviewed spoke of a lack. of time, of being "spread
too thin" and of a need for more "hands on experience." Others interviewed *

. also felt it desirable that program-specialists be more acCessibTe;and¢§hg .

. specialist. A’third specialist stated that program specialists have "no .
oo authority wi - : -

4

N -

~

term "hands on experience" was used on a minimum of three occasions. ! =

' The "boundary spanning function! of program specialists was considered
a problem in a number of ways. Two program specialists specifically spoke

- of competing "educational philosophies" among the different ghoups and .

individuals they dealt with. - And three program specialists complained of =
the inability to perform effectively if administrators were reluctant to
cooperate,. One program specialist suggested a need to provide inservices
for administrators, anather felt the different "personalities" among the -
admini%tratorS;required_continual.readjustment,On the part of a program

hout a superintendent's support.” ‘ .-

Rolle conflich\between heing perceived as "experts-in curriculum," ver-

.- sus "administrators or supervisors," was cited by three program specialists.

‘One” program specialist felt it was "hard to be a_specialist in all areas...

and impdssible to stay abreast of curriculum change.”. This specialist also -
experienced gredter satisfaction and reward from the consultant role, '
. rather than the supervisorial one. Another program specialist was viewed

as an embodiment of “the law," according to a speech therapist in this RLA.

<upervisor, being aware of others' perceptions.” Another specialist said "I

1  ! “do not evaluate teachers" in order. to reinforce. the consultant role.

",' ", Other prob]ems’bregentéd by program specialists were reléfqd to the
_perceived inadequacy of special education personnel (special day class =

P .

hat

' _ Tbengficiﬁg, along with knowledge about how classrooms and schools operate. - .

teachers in.particular), the lack of acceptance of the Master Plan by requ- -

.-1ar classroom teachers, the difficulty of contacting individuals given

- " Timited time ("People are not always available when needed."), and the need

-~ to bring about better cooperation with staff. -

k,ii “TWO,progﬁam”specialist§'Shid they}wouId~11ke less terfitory.to‘cover -
and ong program specialist reported the role could be more effective if

- there was "greater depth in one area rather than spending time-on petty
~ thing%.".. One program specialist said that the assigned responsibilities

- prevented ."fo1low -through’ and wanted an "opportunity to plan a student's -

. educational program" from glementary through high school. The program spe-
cialist working with the gssessment team-felt "too much time was spent in.
assessment,. more time should be spent in implementation of findings."

: ‘Two program specialists would like to see an increase in financing,
. one of those interviewed felt sgme of this money should be earmarked fo
" conferences, workshops and reading materials. This specialist felt thgre
was 1ittle interest in the professional growth of program specialists,
-given . limited financial support for this purpose. o
‘ One program specialist felt clinical experfience which emphasized a-team
approach was valuable training for the_program specialist role. Another
- program-specialist found initial jnservices provided by the RLA as very
"useful. A third program specialist perceived experience "parenting" as
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'his same. specialist stated the role was -one .of a "consultant, not a boss or




A program specialist who was assigned a specific territory recommended -

- experiences in both regular and: special education classrooms to gain S
knowledge of curriculum; counseling and communication skills were also con- -

. sidered as helpful when functioning as a program specialist. -Another -

" program specialist stated that management skills, such as a knowledge of
how'to establish priorities, manage time and organize activities, would be
useful. This program specialist also desired to learn more about inter-
viewing techniques and areas of handicapping conditions. o ;

v .
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. - SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVIGES REGION #1 - o
This3SESijas chosen because it 1S'avruf§1;’c6unfy-w1de’SESR that has .
been under the Master' Plan for four years and hires its program specialists.
“under an administrative contract. o S - :

The first® interviewer spept two days in an elementary school (Site 1) .

and saw nine people. Those interviewed included: the principal, a .

" resource specialist, a parent of a handicapped student, twq psychologists,
two special day class teachers, and two regular class teachers. e

The second interviewer spent one day interviewing and observing a
program specialist. Duripg that period there was an opportunity to attend
an EAS meeting for an out-of-town transfer student, and to meet with his
mother prior to and after the formal IEP discussion. Anpther significant

_\experience was the chance to observe the program specialist working. This
researcher also was able to observe the program specialist working with a
regular classroom teacher--reviewing that teacher!s assessment of a student
"in order to place the student- in a special day class. The next day was '
‘spent at Site 2 interviewing a resource specialist and six other profes-
sional staff members. : ’

I. RESOURCE SPECIALISTS = )
.- - L S Site 1 | |
"';Th55'1s'&'?uraf e]ementary'séhool with a low SES and a s1zab1é bilingual

| population. There is a migrant education program at this site. The
school's.tota] population -is 400-500 pupils. . ' ,

 .'_Resourcé.Spec1a1ist‘P' -

A A.=‘Seif Pércept1on 3 : ’

1% Pfesent Assignment and PaSt Experience IR

3 The resource specialist had been in-his job for only one month. St
Prior-to this positign the resource specialist taught a special day :
class for learning handicapped children in an elementary school for one -
year.  He was a-speech therapist for seven years before coming to-the
school last year, : : :

Some of his most helpful experiences and additional training have

been a résult of attending conferences. Teaching of reading workshops
and conferences on SRA, ECI, and direct instruction were most helpful.

~ Observations of other teachers also strengthened his understanding of
instruction. : - - :

Employed in a full-time work assignment, the resource specialigt's
caseload at the time of the interview was 17 students. He often sqes
10 children beyond the official caseload every week when working wigh
groups. in the classroom. ' : o J)

2. Activities

 Four hQunﬁ of the day (aver 50%) are spent in-direct instruction
and two hours are spent in referral, placement, and assessment. Iwo to
, three hours every day beyond the regular work day are spent in writing
© .. reports and doing planning. - * , :
| C 182
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~© ~ Of the 30 hours a-week the resource specialist is officially

on-site, roughly 20 of these hours are spent in direct instruction. = |
~ The remaining 10 hours are divided among other duties with- 4 hours a
week in planning, 6 hours a week -in the referral-assessment-planning-
placement review and all the accompanying paper work and meetipg time.
- The resource specialist estimates spending additional personal time of
< " 10-15 hours a week on weekly planning and coordination of IEP Team

\“ - activities. This could be due to his relative inexperience in.this
“ .  position. He also spends about 1-2 hours a week consulting pagh spe-
: cial day and regular class teachers in program development " their

"classes as a form of informal staff development. Most formal staff -
_ . development is done by the school's principal whose area of expertise
, o ‘is speeiai education. ‘ . ' .»

3. Job Definition

e The" resource specialist has never seen his job. description but is
- aware of its contents and feels the requirements are being fulfilled. -

.. He .is .accountable to the principal as ijmmediate supervisor as well as
the RLA diréctor under the Master Plan. He feels that he. determines °
what .he does guided by the nature of his job. The only direct instruc-

_ tions“he receives is in the form of referrals from the principal.

This resource -specialist feels all resource specialists in the area
work in the same way, but the instructional aspect of their work may
~ vary depending on their area of expertise of an individual specialist.
The job actually has three main aspects, all of which need ene's '
jnvolvement; testing, conferencing with staff and parents, and direct .
jnstruction. The resource specfalist's role is unique in the schoo
and no one overlaps with those activities. The school staff coordinates
itself sq that this problem of overlap is avoided. . :

t

.. 4. Efficiency/Effectiveness = - TR
| Physicél aspecté 6ffthe[resodrcé.fdbm inhibit tﬁe wdfk beééu$e the
room 4s shared by many other programs and the noise level gets very '

“high. The work area is also small and cramped. R

Thé resource specialist feels his teaching is highly effective
both in direct instruction with children as well as in consultation .
with teachers on students' needs. The demands of assessment cut into
his time for direct instruction so he uses his aide to help in this
problem by giving him some of the direct instruction, work. .

, " The most satisfyin aspect of his work is direct instruction
and the positive reception teachers give him on his teaching and con-
sultation. ' : : .

: The least satisfying aspects of his work are the time constraints
’ (this, is interpreted as meaning the large amount of work required of him
that tends to exceed the.time allotted for the position) and the small
physical space of the work area. - B S

.
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5. Useful EXperiences/Train1ng:fdr,PEesént Pos1tﬁoq o

\ The most useful aspects of his formal training were his diagnostic.
classes and assessment training. A behavior management inservice from
the principal was also very useful, but he would not like any more
training at this point in his work.

The resource specialist would recommend that student teaching plus
three years in a classroom be the minimum requirements for someone
entering the resource specialist position. He also feels that the
resource specialist training should include an internship so that the
resource specialist can learn how to be an itinerant teacher. Since :

" the resource specialist often has to do counseling because of the
dearth of counselors in the elementary school, counseling training -
would be useful. | . : ‘

6. Recommended Chahges

_ The resource specialist would like the.paper work to be done by
- someone else. This means someone fi1ling out forms, setting up
‘meetings, typing reports, and performing any other clerical duties.

T " He does not think, like his pr1nc1pa1: that someone else should
‘perform assessments. Perhaps the psychologist could do the norm - .
referenced testing, but a resource specialist needs to administer cri-

terion tests—in order to design the IEP and provide effective instruc-
‘tion. Therefore assessment duties can only be partially eliminated.

o " Fewer children in a caseload would alTow him to be effective in all
‘ aspects of his work. His current load of 17 is idéal, with the ajde
gea11ng with 5 children a week and the resource specialist dealing with

2. ', ' . - o ‘-" L R .

Unlike the principal, he could not see the job split into two
roles, one job as a "service delivery system" and the other as
“wcoordinator. and assessor.” He thinks he needs to be in all the .
- aspects of the job as they exist except for a bit less clerical duty
*‘and less norm referenced testing. .

Counselors on-site would lessen his demands to do counseling as well
as fnstruction. : . :

B. Other's Perceptions

Principal - He views the position as being p%ss1b1y two jobs, one job as
a "service delivery system" and the other as “"coordinator and. assessor."
He questions the 1ikelihood of funding for such as arrangement. He looks
at the resource specialist program as a "push-in" program with the
resource specialist working with children in the classroom as much as -
possible and pulling-out only for special needs. (This seems to be the
goal of the program here, though currently it appears to be 1ar?e1y'
pull-out from what was observed.) He feels the resource specialists -
~are generally not trained well enough for this position due to Tow
requirements of older laws, so their effectiveness is inhibited by a
dearth of training. He feels that his resource specialist is effective
in the position and that it can be done effectively by others who are
' well-trained in this role. g ' '

1y
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~ The principal feels the position has a high stress level, resulting in
an early "burn-out” rate among resourse specialists. This stress evolves
from the size of the caseload and the varied activities and responsibilities
of the position. The position has a “problem solver aspect® that adds to
_the stress as well. , : -

The principal agrees with the resource specialist's description of his
involvement in IEP team referral process. as being on the "front-line." The
resource specialist contacts parents to begin the process and then coordi-
nates the necessary activities. The principal keeps all referral forms so
every referral must -go through him first. He makes sure all possible sources
are exhausted before it becomes a special education referral. .

~ Regular Classroom Teacher (1) - He views the resource specialist's"
activities exactly as described by -the resource specialist .himself. He feels
"the resource ?ﬁec1a11st‘program is only as good as the resource specialist
{s himself. This teacher believes the program should have a strong acade-
mic focus. ’ ' » ‘

\

Reqular Classroom Teacher (2) - He alsg feels that the resource specialist
program 1s only as good as tne resource specialist in that position. He
believes a good resource program can affect change in the child's work if

it's focus is academic. ’ ; '

Parent of resource specialist child - This mother was very satisfied
with the resource speciaQ1sf‘program and would 1ike to see the amount of
time in direct service increased. She felt that the resource specialist
was very accessible to her and clearly explained assessment findings as they

related to her child's needs.

L.H. Teacher (1) - The resource specialist has given this teacher ideas
and materials to help him in his work with the class. He feels the resource
.specialist is very effective but that there is a need to increase the
number of resource specialists in a school and cut their caseloads in half
‘to help them have time to be more effective.

L.H. Teacher (2). - He was happy with the informal consuitation about
classroom programming he receives from the resource specialiist.

Both,psycho1q$gsts perceived the resource specialist's activities as he
described them. ey also feel resource specialists are very useful and .
effective in helping children.

"Allow resdyrce specialists more time to work with children" was a common
criticism of the resource specialist program made by other teachers and the
parents. They suggest either an increase in the number of resource spe-
cialists at a school and/or a decrease in the caseload as one solution to
this problem. ‘ , ‘

‘Site 2

This elementary school is described by 2 number of informants as
having a mix of students. There are new residents who are upper middle
and middle class, as.well as pockets of low-income families. It is a K-5
school ranging between 300 to 400 pupils. -
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Resourte‘Spec1a]1st I1

A.

Self Perception

1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

He has been a resource specialist fdr three years and a reading
specialist for 12 years

+2. Activities
. "I spend a majority of my time with children. The rest of the

time 'is spent diagnosing, planning and conferencing with people. I do

some assessing.”

"I interact with parents a lot, and teathers." This:contact is |
continuous and informal. "I contact them, I 1ike to know my parents
and 1 have had good cooperation and most are ready to help.* He
continued: “In preparation for the SAT meeting, I spend time in regular
classrooms and talk with teachers about their children and daily

* events.-

The principal chairs the SAT meetings. “ ’ ‘

Referral initially is done by the classroom teacher. The teacher
refers a child to the principal and that teacher gets a parent's signa-
ture. The resource specialist contacts parents and explains their

. "rights® to them in language they can understand. This specialist also
calls parents immediately before an IEP to make certain that they under-

stand the process. When referrals are made the resource specialist does °

an academic assessment of the pupil.

*I do instructional planning for. my children and keep a copy for
parents, if there are any questions. I tell them (parents) to call,
and they do. Last year a third -copy went to teachers, but now there
are new forms. We work informally now (with teachers)."

"] spend a majority of time in instruction. I inform & child of
his or her TEF.  Every child knows the plan, even the 1ittle ones.

| Pupil review, or evaluation is done when needed in order to see if

there Is real growth, FIVE EXITED LAST YEAR (at grade level) and.one
had to return. I do a formal review every six months ."

M dd research on curriculum, and I 1ike to be updated. I use
magazines in the college library, and talk to parents." He watches
county inservices and attends if interested. When he wants updating

" on vision therapy he visits on optometrist.

"] give a reading comprehension and brain development inservice.
I showed two teacher how to develop visual memory. i do staff

‘development, mostly informally.”
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‘The resource specialist sees himself working.on brain development
-and does not focus on behayfor. "I work with parents to explain
growth. The psychologist 1is the individual who helps families with
behavior problems..." : ‘ : o ‘

3. Job Definition

Resdurce specialist II knows the law, but ha%’a great deal of auto-
* nomy over his activities, which are primarily instructional. Legal
compliance is seen as significant for the formal part of referral to
review, but instruction is perceived as the primary function of a resource
specialist. Therefore, within the confines of an IEP the specialist is
'free to operate in whatever manner is perceived as effective. His
immediate supervisor is the principal, o

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness.

 He s mainly dissatisfied with the amount of time alloted students.
Last year students had resource for an hour. Recently one block of
time was cut into two and now there is only a 30 minute time allotment
. with students. “Otherwise, I am so happy with the school and the range
of children. When you have determined what the needs of the child are,
those are the needs you address and I think ‘this is a terrific way to
go! I feel comfortable and happy in my position. The child wants to
come to school." ‘ , ST

5. Useful Experiencg§/Trq1n1ng,for'Present Position

P

- No 1pformation.

6. Recommended Changes

-~ The resource specialist reported that the "needs of bright children .
- are not being met-by me. We have guite a range of students and I feel
"~ we should be able to service that range.*” The way the service is '
defined, the specialist noted, prevented him from helping “learning -
disabled children scewing at grade level, but who can do better.” .

B.- therfs Percept16ns

~ The principaT‘TE1t“th!‘r!sourcewsp!cTtTTSt“ﬁn*hﬂs—schuv$“hrwmﬁuab1e
because of his "background as a reading specialist.” He .also believed that
nclassroom teachers are not as good." He described the resource specialist
as “"personable, well organized, good at preparation and follow through with -
-1EP.™ He felt the resource specialist was good at identifying needs, and
' most important of all "is his quality of CARING.* The principal reported .
.that none of the children in the resource program are tracked or labeled.
" They get special help because of special needs...and they look forward to
- help. The specialist has good working rapport and his advice -and help in
designing programs is effective. The children are not missing out. .
Parents feel comfortable coming to him. He phones them all the time. °
~ comes to parent teacher conferences. ' :

”»
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"I am impressed with what he is able to do." "He provides materials

or suggests programs.” “We are pretty good friends.* "He gives practical ‘
suggestions.” "He gives advice on problems and how to handle them...not i
just philosophical, but practical.” “The pre-assessment program is of value.";
"Children .feel good about themselves in his program.* “I adopted programs ‘
for all kids, from information received from the resource specialist. I

really trust his judgment.* The resource specialist is much better than an
"itinerant resource teacher.” ' '

-
“

II. PROGRAM SPECIALIST
A. Self Perception

‘1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

His territory covers 10 districts, 28 schools and 45 programs
(Special Day Classes), and resource specialists. ‘ :

This program specialist has LH and SH Credentials. He spent ,
six years teaching at a treatment center and had worked for five years -
with the learning handicapped. He also has experience with the com-
municatively handicapped. He has taught -at a university and provided
staff development on severely emotionally disturbed. He was a resource

~ specialist prior to becoming a program specialist. -

2. Activities

. _Referral: As a program specialist he is 1hvo]ved in.referrdl:
. "part_of work" involves observatien for one hour meeting with parents,
of at least two hours. - ™I did 100 last year." : :

Assessment: "It is looking at matef1a1,vtrain1ng; I do it on a
one-To-one basis. Integral part of what I do all day long.” This pro-
gram specialist saw his role in assessment as an "informal* evaluation
process. '

Placement: "Takes time. Parents wamt spectfic-programs—and—1 1

don'T alWfys address these requests. I may take parents to different
classes, from a two-to-four-week process. It depends on the level of
people, if alternative programs are requested. Two weeks of logistics
of putting child in a program. I stay away from interdistrict transfer
because of the time involved.” '

Instruction: Not direct. "I demonstféte to teachers and parents.
Program works with parents.” The RLA has a program called "Therapeutic
“‘Homes ," a branch of family -intervention. .
“Program Review: "Is a child getting h1s needs met? It invelves
assessment, the IEP and is a team process.” .

(' 1ss
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Research/lnnovat1on: "I read and look at 1issues ﬂp'order to handle

. prdflm.ﬁ - | ) |
| ' Program Development: "I helped to deveiop and put together a child
study feam™ | | P |
o ‘Staff Development: He said he did a lot of it, but this was pot his

favor{te assignment.

3.. Job Definition . | l * L -

‘The RLA director is the immediate suparvisor of all program specials.
ists. Although the job description in this RLA emphasizes compliance
and program specialists were required to have an administrative

“credential, the day-to-day priorities are determined by the specialist,
As this program specialist reported, he has gone beyond using the laws .
as a "security blanket,” and some, of the activities he carries out this

year are in response to educational needs. s
. . . } }
4. Efficiency/Effectiveness . . .~ S |

%] am good with people. I amfgood'at asseésment,'curr1cu1um dif- -
fusing and rebuilding a tough situation. I am organized and logical
and very systematic.” t o o

, ; , ; ) . . E
"Ninety percent of the job is PR and personality...hand]ling pressure
and people wanting things from you...ten calls for crises. You check -
with the resourte specialist to see if a student qualifies for a spe-
cial day class. Then you go to the class and observe the child, There
is a need to talk to the regular teacher. In insuring the right place-
ment everyone must approve; it is a team decision.” ' :
This program specialist substitutes and allows resource specialists
to observe an expert in an area they are interested in knowing more
about. "I have 'good rapport' with teachers. As a program specialist,
_IbheTp tsachersv1n curriculum, provide materials, and send them to
observe, o ' :

» . "I work with a parent who wants a particular service and the teacher
has a different philosophy. I have no authority to do anything, no.
. suparvisor to 90 -terra-Special Education Directar has sixteén other
hats, and this is not part of his role.” : :

| “Part of the job is 'knowing all personalities.' I am invoTved with
articulation between teachers. There is a level of trust built up
between parent advocates and program specialists. Program specialists
'mediate needs for their children.' Parent advocates, i.e., local
CAqHC,'offer advocacy that is not part of the program specialist's
role. - '

"I have a finger on a lot of things. Politics. -1 pick up :
things. I have solved problems by talking to the classroom teachers.
I diffused a difficult situation by taking a teacher to lunch." "Role
‘of trouble shooter.” "I told the teacher why a particular.student was
- placed in her class."” .
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Problems: “I.can be a 'bull in a china shop.'- I am so organized and
-~ systematic. I don't always take people through the steps...don't have =
time to do. that. Yet, people have to buy it too. I-am bored of manual
processing and don't have a real interest in insemice.* - "

“Program specialists are 'econsultants' not bosses. ' They are not
supervisors. [ try not to come across as a supervisor or evajuator.
It 1s impossible with ten districts to be a supervisor. With two
districts a program specialist could be an-administrator. There is a

* "different aura" when helping clients as a specialist.”

"Since a program specialist does not have line authority, he/she -
relies on ‘respect' or 'support' with individuals he/she must deal with.
"Students are placed preferably within their attentance area. Interdis~ -
trict placement used to be a problem...it depends on the personality of
.the program specialist. I try and persuade others what is best for
kids. I can't tell, can only suggest." : ' L

- When he began as a program'spec1a11st, his emphasis was on .
compliance. My "security blanket was the laws." 'Now he is comfortable
on the job. . N ' ; - T

~ "An important part of my job is ‘'settjng priorittfes.' I can't be
S consistent in scheduling." He tries to hit all schools at” least once in-
= avery two week period. "Too much driving. Two hours in a car getting
~ from one site to the next."™ He tries to visit as many programs within |
_ the same geographic vicinity at any one time as possible. - \<\\

“Somet1mes‘we do not work as a team...there are so many:schools."
The program specialist cannot be present all the time and there is-a
lot of ground to cover.. H1th_1ess territory I would be more effective.”

© “Tpo much traveling, diverse personalities and not working as a team
contribute to inefficiency." : : “

5., Useful Exper1ence§/Tra1nihg for Present Position

’ L

No 1nformgt1on.

L] [
¢

. - ﬁ ' : e b e e | °

No information.

B. Other' Perceptions

RLA Pirector - He mentioned changes in program specialist operation in

the second year. “They do more inservice, provide 'educational leadership’

: within the SESR. Initially they were seen as 'supervisory.' .They formerly
"« . had to have an administrative credential." :

He sees them as "hands on," type of people. "A consultant with a wide.
- breadth of knowledge.” The "key" is curriculum and "getting along with
people,” as well as getting things done. They must have the personality to
get along with people.* Three or four have doctorates. ’ .

IUU
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| N %A goal 1s to get al™ program specialists in all classrooms 3 times a
, year. Participate a.lot in EAS, specfal classes and resource class.”

, Thejr major -accomp1i$hments are an *ability to work with regular and
- special teachers to encourage mainstreaming.* They have the ability and - -
'~ knowledge to handle "difficult parents.” "EXCELLENT FACILITATORS."

Eath_put-bn~dne-ha1f dozen fokmalized 1nser§ices (vocational, assessment ‘
' {nstruments, IEP, etc.). County will inservice what is needed, according
to the director.. . o . . -

Resource Spécialist I - The resource specialist and program specialist
have a pro¥pssional relationship based on the resource specialist's former
position as-afl LH teacher. He uses the program specialist as a resource
for ideas gifen he is "stuck™ over a specific activity. The program ,
specialistPhsesses children when the resource specialist is confused about
needs. The program specialist also explains laws.and forms to the resource o

specialist. \

A Speech Therapist - The speech therapist has been in her position for li
years and on the job for 3 years. She reported the program specialist
provides her . with information about Taws, regulations and forms. “They
attend SAT/IEP meetings. They are the next step up the hierarchy. They

~ can't be blamed for legislative changes. They do DOWNFIELD RUNNING. They
~ also introduce new materials as well as explain new laws and new forms. I
~ ask program specialists about the logistics of handling anm SAT." -

Principal - "I have no regular contact with the program specialist, but

I know him and 1ike him. I'm not involved in inservice this year. It
changes every year ,* He contacts program specialists as needs arise. *Their
function relates to the law. They facilitate referral and new sereening.
procedures.” Program specialists are spread so thin,* more 1s added and
nothing taken away.* The principal felt legal changes increased the
responsibilities of program specialists, thereby making them less effective.

Resource Specialist II - *The program specialist's service is satisfactory.
If T need anything I call the program specialist, but 'NOT VERY OFTEN.® I
will be seeing him soon since we have two children to talk about. He goes
through my records a d audits.*

n

Teacher ~ Reported *no contact with program specialists," he said,
“they seem like Gods to me.™ . ,

Parent - A parent was present durfng the formal review process the
researcher observed. Since this was not set up as a formal interview, the
researcher was only able in casual conversation to get a sense of the
parent's support for and satisfaction with the help provided by the program
specialist. This mother was very pleased by the attention her son had

received from special education personnel her son had contact with, in com-
- parison to the services he had received in another state. | E
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SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES REGION #21'

 SESR #2 possesses the following characteristics: it is a consortium;
it has been operating under.the Master Plan for 4 years; and its program
specialists are categorized as "other personnel,® since they perform a
variety of functions. o . 5

- ! . t
. > ¥, +

. Two interviewers spent two days in this area interviewing school per-

- “sonnel. One interviewer spent a day on-the-job and conducted interviews
with a program specialist, a compliance officer, a school psychologist, a .
resource specialist, a speech therapist, and a program specialist. The

 other interviewer visited two elementary sites the first day and both-
interviewers spent the second day at a high school.: - L

A total of five schools were visited: three elementary schools, one
high school and one continuation high school. The following people were
interviewed in these schools: six resource specialists, two principals
(one also serving as a Superintendent of Schools), one speech therapist,
one teacher of the communicatively handicapped, and one teacher of the
learning handicapped. ‘ o ’

I. RESOURCE ;EE%IALISTS'
‘ Site 1

_ Site 1 is located in a community comprised mainly of unemployed
loqgers. It represents extreme rural poverty. This K-8 elementary school
has an ?nro11ment of 75-125. This school withdrew from Title I, although ,
it quailifies. According to the resource specialist, 30-40% of the students -
test in the bottom quartile; ‘15 out of 86 receive services. There is
constant turnover.of staff. ‘

Resource Specialist I

A. Self Perception,
1. Present Assignment and Past Experience ‘?

J

This resource specialist has been in her present position for five
years. Formally she had been a teacher of ‘the educationally handicapped
‘and in private business. She has a General Elementary and an LH credential.
" 2. Activities |

" Assessment - She monitors students for 3-10 days. She assesses every six
weeks. oShe assists the nurse with vision screening.

Instructional Piannigg‘~ She does this as an ongoing part of the job.

" placement - Part of IEP team. She has problems in writing IEP's and con-
tacting and warking with parents. :

Instruction - She works informally with accelerated students on speech
and lanquage. . , ,

{ 1‘(1;,"
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- Review - She conducts reviews every six weeks., - B

Staff Development and In-service - She makes formél'presentations to“théi‘
staff twice a year. 1 ST ‘ - ey

' Pareht Education - She doesn't believe this is pdssib]e.

3. Job Définition . SRR

- The principal is this resource specialist's immediate supervisor. . '’

4, Efficiency/Effectiveness . I . R
. This resource specialist judges herself.to be most effective . S
teaching self-discipline and skills in reading and math. She feels

least effective dealing with behavior problems. - She thinks. students

with behavior problems are very difficult to work with and she gets -
-impatient with them. Paperwork was. mentioned as a main cause of ‘

jnefficiency.” o 3 S : \ '
R

5. Uéefui Exberiences/Training’fOr Présent“Position"v--

- This ‘resource specialist regards the general business experience
 she has had as the most useful to her in her work with children. She
~ feels. she knows what they will -face after they are out of school and
what preparation they need for later life. She has.found on-the-job

" workshops in "goal setting” very valuable. . R .

6. Rébommended Chahges

~ She thinks if resource specialist aides were taking on more instruc-

tional responsibility in the pull-out program, resource specialist

could spend more time in the. classroom, working with larger numbers

of ‘students and helping teachers develop individualized educational

programs for all students needing them. * - A :

. B. Others" Perceptions o

~© Compliance Officer - The resource specialist is skilled in visual
screening. ohe lacks skills in interpersonal relations and her. objectives
are of "mixed quality." She questioned the resource specialist's criteria
for "exiting students." - c

. Speech Therapist - She has jnformal contact with the resource specialist
regarding students who are enrolled in the resource specialist program and
who also receive help with speech and language. ' The resource specialist
provides her with background information on'children. - ' '

Site 2
Sife'zris a kindergarten thfough‘Eth grade eTementary school with an | v
_enroliment of 400-500 pupils. It is located in a low-to-middle-class rural.
community. o S ' ‘ o
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']Re§00fce Specialist II

A.. Self Perception

1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

,  This resource specialist has been working full-time in her present
~ position for three months. Prior to this she worked as an LD teacher -
for two years, a high school resource specialist aide for one-and-a-
 half years, a Title I reading teacher for two years,-and a reading aide

-~ for one-half year. - S L .

‘She has Learning_Handicapped‘and e]ementaky SChool-credenfials..
Her current caseload consists of 14 students, K-4. .

2. Actdvities

Referral - Referrals are sent to the resource specialist for assessment -
by way of the principal. This resource specialist informally com-
municates with teachers regarding referrals. - -

Assessment - Shé conducts academic.and sensory-motbr assessments. This .
Take approximately eight hours per week. She expects it will taper off -
~as the year goes on. ' : ,

Instructional Planning - As an IEP Team member she contributes to the.
development of Tong-term goals for students. ~From these long-term
goals, she-formulates a daily instructional plan. She coordinates this
planning with the student’s regular class teacher and is sometimes
assisted by the program specialist who brings her instructional materials.
She spends about eight hours per week in this activity. - :

Placement - As an IEP Team mémbérishe‘he]ps make "placement deéisions;'

_ Instruction - She jinstructs ane-to-one and in small groups. Her aide'
assists her. Approximately 24 hours per week are spent giving instruc-
tion to students. ' x

Review - At the time of this interview, the resource specialist had not -
conducted any reviews but she reported that ones were scheduled for
mid- and end-of-year. . : o

‘3; Job Definition - o | o ‘ - B u

The way the responsibilities had been described to her before she -
- - took the job closely resemble her actual tasks with one exception--
there's more pressure! She is given -complete freedom to schedule her
work, develop instructional plans, and group her students. - .
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4, Efficiency/Effecfiveness

One thing that this resource specialist feels is distinctive about
her work is her recognition of what students need in the way of
instruction and her ability to match materials to those needs. -

Presently, she feels she is most effective working directly with
students, but eventually, she'd 1ike to work more with teachers (e.q.,
helping them develop instructional materials, making suggestions -
regarding instfuction). - - | R

: Time constraints, newness to the position and a feeling of being "out
-of touch" with "regular® students (i.e., she "forgets what normal looks
1ike") are some of the barriers/problems which cause her to feel less -
effective than she'd like to be. . ’ '

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position’

_ .WOrk as an'aide‘in the resource specia1ist‘program.and as an LD.
Teacher (where she had to organize-a whole class on own) provided
- training experience for her present job. ST

‘Now that she's been on the job for three months, she realizes that .
she lacks some experience in counseling children with emotional problems
and knowledge about perceptual motor activities.. : '

Recommendations she would make to others in regard to training and
experience if they Wwere considering a career as a resource specialist,
would be to learn how materials can be useful in remedying special
problems and learn different ways of organizing resource programs..

6. Recommended Changes

This resource spétia]ist‘wouldylike»to'have.closer contact with
teachers and eventually thinks she will. ' ~

B. ‘thgrs' Perceptions

Principal - This principal consults regularly with the resource spe-

cialist about referrals. They both meet with the students' parents to get

consent to carry out an assessment and both are present at the IEP Meetings

to discuss assessment findings and placement possibilities. .

The principal definitely feels that the resource specialist position
has increased the quality of special education services by providing staff
with. specialized knowledge and has made possible the mainstreaming .of special
education students. , S - . : o

Special Day Class Teacher - LH - This teacher has relatively little
contact with the resource specialist. When she has, it has been informal
or occasionally at an IEP Team Meeting. Her perception of the resource
specialist's role is that she serves as a resource to regular teachers, an

‘advice-giver to parents on how to work with their children and a schedule-

keeper with teachers (i.e., of the student they both have in common).
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Sher%hihksothat the $§rvices'df'resource specialists .are essential’

because they provide specialized knowledge of handicapping conditions which .
~most other staff members are not trained to deal with. . -

~ Teacher of the Communicatively Handicapped - This teacher's contact
with the resource specialist has been minimal, informal, and occasionally
occurs at IEP meetings. The resource specialist, she feels, has helped
in making more special education. services available to students.

site3 o o
‘Site 3 is a kindergar%en.thraugh'fifth grade'e1ementary school with an
enroliment of 400-500 pupils. It is located in a low-to-middle-class rural
community. : . L ' -

Resource Specialist I1I

A. Self Perception

1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

This full-time elementary school resource specialist has been
working in her present position for three years. Previously she
worked for one-and-a-half years as .a resource specialist aide, one-half
year as an LH-DIS instructor, and two summers at a school for the

severely handicapped. She has LH and. Elementary Teaching Credentials. S
‘ . . o _ e
Her present caseload includes 22 students in_grades 5-8.
2. Activities - o,

Referka1'- Teachers complete the referral fﬂém‘and submit it to an IEP
team. Recommendations for remediation are made and/or an assessment -
- is conducted with the consent of parents. - : ’ .

Assessment - The resource specialist administers academic tests.
A psychologist administers I.Q. and mental ability tests. Also

o program specialists are, at times, requested to do assessments. Regu- .
lar teachers are frequently asked to observe and save samples of a
student's work.- The nurse does physical screening (vision and hearing
included). : -

Instructional Planning - In planning the students' instruction, she will
~ ‘consult with appropriate personnel depending on a child's problem

(e.g., the nurse if it's a physical handicap, etc.). She relies on a

team approach to determine the handicapping conditions and to establish

the educational objectives for the student. Then, she will personally

design an instructional plan based on the IEP. o

Placement - This resource specialist helps make placement decisions as a
" member of.a team with the referring regular teacher, principal, and
parent. : , ' . : ‘
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Instruction - She reported almost all of her instruction is one-toéone
and individualized. She collaborates with regular classroom teachers

on some of her students' instruction; for other students ‘she provides ... =

all the materials. Under her supervision, her aide provides some of
the instruction, as a program specialist works with-some students one
. day a week. o : oo o )

Review - This resource specialist contacts parents on an.ongoing basis
To talk about a child's progress. She conducts periodic up-dates on a
student's progress at school; and she-does a formal review annually
for each resource specialist program student. The classroom teacher,
psychologist, principal, parent and nurse and any other appropriate
persqnqgltmay be involved in the formal review along with the resource
specialist. ' S T )

Staff Development and In-sérvice - This resource specialist does not
provide formal inservice training, but informally consults with individ-
ual teachers daily. - - - '

L

Program Review - With the assistance of the. program specialist, this
resource specialist reviews every area in which the resource specialist -
_program has responsibilities (e.g., assessment, instructional planning, -
etc.) to check for compliance. . o : '

3. Job Definition = .

A The principal of this e]émentary school is this resource specialist's
jmmediate supervisor. The resource specialist states that she "pretty '
much has a free hand" in her work and will, on occasion, receives help-

- ful suggestions from the principal.

~_She likes to have a "drop-in" style program so that resource
specialist program students as well as regular students feel free to
come in and get help whenever they need it. She uses a variety of
teaching materials. . o

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness

This resource specialist thinks her caseload is too large and that
there is too much emphasis on paperwork, i.e., the required reports are
redundant and forms change so frequently that every year time has to be
spent getting re-acquainted with them. This is time she could spend

_ with students. She thinks time-consuming paperwork detracts from her
effectiveness as a teacher. - '

She perceives her expertise in learning handicaps-as a distinctive
feature of her role as a resource specialist. She also believes that -
her frequent contacts with staff, administration and parents give her a
wider perspective on students because she has contact with most of the
adults who interact with them. 2 S : ‘

She feels that .she is most effec¢tive in teaching organization and
attention skills to students. Also, she feels that she has been able to
. affect the way a child feels about himself because her individualized
jnstructional planning is geared toward enabling a childgﬁb\experience
success. - ' T
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- This resource specialist claims she is quite -satisfied with her

work but.would still like to return to the regular classroom to teach
for a while.  She hopes and believes that her resource specialist -
experience (i.e., having Tearned-to .diagnose -and remediate learning. o

- difficulties and devise individualized instructional plans) will '
enhance her ability to help students in the regular classroom.

5. Useful Expehiencés/Training for Present Position

..This'resource:SpeciaTist has found her on-the-jdb experience the
‘most helpful to her in her present work. She'd like to have additional
training-in_huditpry-dysfunctionS”and in the area of-visual handicaps.

6. Recommended: Changes

. She is "pretty pleased with her situation," except for the fact that
the caseloads are too high for the resource specialist progran. C
Regarding general special education services, no changes wene~recommgnded.

B. Others' Perceptions

, Princiga1‘-"The'principalfsaid that the one-to-one instruction that
students received from the resource specialist allowed for a closer rela-
tionship to develop than existed between students and regular.classroom -
teacher. The principal thinks this personal attention has very positive
effects on the students. .

, | _ | o
Site 4

~ Site 4 is a high school (grades 9-12) with an enrallment of 1,000-1,100
students. It is located in a low-to-middle-class rural community.

Resource~Speciaiist 1v

A. Self Perception

1. ‘Present Position and Past Experience

. This resource specialist has been working in her present position
for three years. She is one of three resource specialists working at
‘her school. Prior to becoming a resource specialist she worked for one
year as a teacher of educationally handicapped, as a home-hospital
teacher for one year, and as a teacher of the communicatively handi=-
capped for another year. She has teaching credentials in Speech and

" Language, Learning Handicaps, Elementary, EMR and TMR.

- 2. Act1v1t1es

Referral =~ She recieves referrals from the studént's counselor. She
gathers information from cumulative records and grade reports prior to
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‘the ‘1EP meefing,[ Then;‘she'atiendS"fhe~meeting‘with the vice-principal

{or desi‘gnee)--,* the referring t é'ch_er and the program specialist. " At .the o
_ ‘meeting, modifications are suggésted or a case-carrier (i.e., one of the :
) three,resourte-specialists‘iS'assigned; ' - N E

" Assessment - This resource specialist administers a variety of achieve-

ment, aptitude and perceptual tests.  The County Nurse does a once-a-

5._year screening on each student in the resource specialist program. A

psychologist doesn't test:all students at the time they are, being .
considered-for placement in the resource specialist program, but does a

-

yearly screening on each of them.

Ainstructional_Planﬁinq - She selects her own curriculum materials. ~ = . .
- Each student has a folder containing records of work-in-progress as well
“as grades they've received on each unit. (Each student's falder is .

compiled, based on his/her 1EP.) Periodically, this resource

specialist sends a progress checklist to teachers and uses the infor%’

‘mation in planning her instruction.

" Placement - As a membér of the 1EP Tean, shé:heipS'make piatgmént' '
'aecisions. o : Lo B e

Instruction - The largest percentage of her time is spent in instruc- T
tion and planning, -She sees students both individually and in‘ small
groups. Her aide, under her supervision, also does some of the
instruction. 3 . : - A

Review - She maintains ongoing contact with parents, by phone;mand in
person and sends periodic progress reports to teachers. Once a year, -
she attends a formal IEP Team meeting to review each student. Shg also

" administers post-achievement tests to each student (yearly). o

'Staff-Development'-:As of fhis_interview, she had ndt“bdnducted any “

formal staff training, but is planning to hold at least one session to
describe how the resource specialist program operates. She will
coordinate this in-service with the other two resource specialists.

3. dJob Definition,

The vice-principal at this high school serves as the chairman of
the resource specialist program. This person has the final authority
on how the program functions, but generally allows for a high degree of
autonomy among her staff (e.g., each resource specialist selects the
curriculum materials used and determines the manner in which the |

program is structured).

4, Efficiency/Effectiveness

3

This resource spécialist~thinks‘that the greatest effect she has on
her students is in her ability to express care and concern for each of

“them individually. . :

‘2
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One problem which she reports is in coming to a consensus with
other resource specialists on program decisions., It was not possible
. for this-interviewer to determine exactly where the conflicts originated,
" but they seemed to have to do with personal style differences (i.e.,
‘they think she's too structured; she thinks they're too disorganized).

A second problem, which she regards as a major one, is that the
Master Plan regulations require such time-consuming procedures (i.e.,
getting consent of parents, filling out forms, etc.) to be completed
before a student can be readmitted to the resource specialist program

“that help which is needed immediately is delayed. For example, a -
‘student may be discharged from the resource specialist program because
‘she/he is working at grade level, but later falls behind in some area
and needs special attention again. Under the current plan, the formal
steps which were initially taken in order to admit that student into
the program must all be re-done. '
One last problem which she feels inhibits her effectiveness ds a .
resource specialist is having too much paperwork and, thus, not enough

time to spend with students.

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

0f all her training and experiences, the things which she finds
most useful to her in her work as an resource specialist are having
been a parent, having had master teachers who provided good guidance,
and having Speech and Language training. :

Additional training which she would like to acquire in order to be -
more effective in her present work would be in reading and vocational
education. : - , ‘

She recommends to anyone thinking about a career as a resource spe-
cialist that they "like children." ' : :

6. Recommended Changes

This resource specialist thinks that attitudes towards handicapped
students and special education have improved over recent years but that
regular teachers are still reluctant to recognize individual differences
in students. This attitude, she feels, creates complications for her
when vorking with teachers, but more importantly, makes life harder for
the students who are not succeeding in school.

She would 1like more time to give direct instruction to students and
to organize materials.

Resource Specialist V

A. Self Perceptioh

1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

This resource specialiét has been in her*present position for two

years. Prior to this she was a volunteer instructor with the Red Cross
and taught severely handicapped students. '

Q s,
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She. has regular-and specialist credentials. Her present caseload
is 18-19 students, although she-has some degree of involvement with

approximately ten other students besides.

2. Activities ) _

Referka1 - She receives feferra1s from student'sVCdunse1or.,lShe-attends
meeting with the‘vicefprincipa1 (or designee), the referring teacher

and program specialist. At the meeting, modifications are suggested or
a case-carrier (1.g., one of the thre% resource specialists) is assigned.

Assessment - She assesses the students' Tevel of.achjevement-ih all

subject areas. ‘

Instructional Planning - She selects her own curriculum materials. Each
student has a folder containing records of work-in-progress. = ‘

 Placement - As a member of the IEP team, she he1ps‘make p1a€ément
decisions. TR : g :

Instruction - The largest percentage‘bf her time i§3$pent'ih :
instruction (i.e., monitoring students who work out of their folders).

Staff Development - She has plans to hold at least one session to
d3iscuss how the resource specialist program operates. This in-service
"will be conducted in coordination with the other two resource specialists.

3. Job Definition

The vice-principal at this high school serves as the chairman of
the résource specialist program,  This person has the final authority on
“how the program functions, but generally allows for a high degree of
autonomy among her staff (e.g., each resource specialist selects the
curriculum materials used and determines the manner in which the program
is structured). ST

|

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness

This resource specialist said there are time limitations which pre-
vent students from getting all the help they may need. For example, a
student may be assigned to the resource specialist program for help in
science, while actually needing help in other areas, as well. She
believes that some of the students she works with would be better off
in an LH Special Day Class, where the "whole student can be worked with."

. she believes there are differences among resource specialists. She
said, "personal temperament and effectiveness vary. We don't all pro~
duce the same product--it ranges from fair to good." "Motivation and '
experience affect the quality of a resource specialist's work, as well
as skill in diagnosis, and knowledge about testing instruments and
remedial materials. Objectives may be the same, but there are
demonstrable differences among the specialists."

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

No information.

2"»'1:'
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6. Recommended Changes -~

No information.

*

‘B. Others' Perceptions >
~ Speech Therdpist - She has a lot of contact with_ the resource .
spgc751ist: "We meet formally once a week and -informally.more often.”
~"About one-third of this speech therapist's caseload is also in the resource
specialist program. There is ongoing communication between the speech
therapist and resource specialists about students, and IEPs are developed
“jointly by these specialists. e

: Vice-Principal (in charge of curriculum and Supervisor of resource -
specialists) - She commented that the tendency aof the resource specialists
was to do their own program, but felt they should be "operating under
general guidelines and principles.” She said it was hard to get everyone

- to work together, and viewed her role as an “arbitrator® among the resource
specialists. ' - S ‘ -

Site5 , -

Site 5 is a continuation high school. A11 of the classes, plus a
library, are contained in one large room. The school has an administrator
~ and approximately five teachers. It is located in a small town in a low-to-
middle-class rural area. o

Resource Specialist. VI

“A.. Self Perception

‘1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

This resource specialist has a caseload,of 19 students. The
~average student spends at least two periods a day in the resource
program. Her academic preparation for this job includes an M.A. and a
standard secondary credential. Currently, she is working on an LH
credential. : ,

" 2. Activities

Assessment - She sees her role as a "diagnostic teacher." She uses
various assessment instruments, shares information she derives from them
with the regular classroom teachers and uses the information to design
programs for students.

i

Placement - She tries to "mainstream students as much as possible,”

Instruction - This resource specialist began by stating that "students
in the continuation high sq’go1 are more mature than 'regular'
students. They are mainly udents with reading and math problems.’
They don't fit in a regular program. - They come to school on their own
volition and need alternative education.” Resource specialists see
these students as "more autonomous...they guide themselves." She works
bn "getting students to pass proficiency exams...That is our goal."

2




3. Job Definition

@ S h | . 182 .

She has freedom to determine her own work: - she "sets her‘own-gbals 5
and standards." Her supervisor is the vice-principal. =

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness

. This resource specialist is "satisfied with her students' progress,"
although she reported a few problems which she felt somewhat impaired the
effectiveness of the resource program. They .include: irregular atten-
dance of students (i.e., truancy); students not wanting to be iden-
tified as needing special help; some students not being able to handle
freedom (she feels the resource specialist needs to create a structured
environment); and the laws being in"constant flux.

" g5.. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

II.

The most useful aspects of her past training have been in
assessment and psychology classes. Her jnformal education, especially
working in the mills, helped her understand the kinds of jobs her .stu-
dents will-be seeking and what preparation they will need in school.

She would like additional training in reading.. she says that reading
is the "biggest problems for students,” and that "math problems are a
result of inadequate reading skills." She'd also like vocational
assessment in-services.

She recommended that individuals interested in becoming resource
specialists should "get their feet wet...work with students both in
resource and classes for the severely handicapped...know you want to
work with kids."

6. Recommended Changes

She thinks there is a need for vocational education and physical
education facilities in school. Also, she'd like more money for
computers -and -audio-visual materials in order to "keep kids o
interested." It is important, she states, to make programs "realistic
and to fit needs and interests, or they won't work." And finally, she'd
like more "realistic perceptual-motor assessment instruments, because
the current ones are inadequate and need more reliability."” ‘ :

PROGRAM SPECIALIST
Self Perception

1. Present AsSignment and Past Experience

This is the second year this program specialist has been in her
present job. She is assigned to the programs for the comunicatively
handicapped. She had previously worked as a speech therapist in a center
for exceptional children, a school bus driver, and a school secretary.
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| "She has elementary and deaf education credentials. Her primary

responsibilities are to teachers of the communicatively handicapped and
hearing impaired. - ,

2. Activities

Assessment - She receives requests to do language assessments by

- psychoTogists and other program specialists, especially at the
pre-school level. She also does language assessments (including
observations) for speech therapists. '

Instructional Plannin? - She consults and makes modifications on the
s of communicatively handicapped and deaf children. She also pro-
vides “instructional materials for these students. o

Placement - The program specialistlis sometimes requested by the
teachers of the communicatively handicapped classes to attend EAS
meet ings. . » _ .

Staff Development - Staff development is a primary interest of this

. program specialist. She has coordinated several in-services, including
those available for the speech and hearing department of a local
college,

She disseminates information to both general and special education
personnel. She spoke of “job-alike" in-services which were developed
by the RLA to encourage professionals working in similar roles to share
information and educational ideas with one another.

3. Job Definition | o

She believes her actual functibnfng fs close to what the law
prescribes. She sees herself primarily as a “coordinator and
facilitator.”

Her primary responsibility is to the Assistant Director of the RLA.
_ Her role, as a program specialist, she says is "unique." She is
assigned only to Special Day Classes and programs for the communicatively
handicapped. She does not deal with legal questions.

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness o,

~ One thing which impairs efficiency, she claims, is that “"people are
not always available to deal with problems and to follow through.”

In the past, she said, teachers of the communicatively handicapped
did not have well defined classes. The "job-alike" in-services have
helped to increase communication among staff, created more homogeneous
programs, and better placements.

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

She considers her experiences “raising children and working in
the schools* as very relevant to her present position.

21§
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.. .She would 1ike to have a better grasp of reading. - She recommends e
R 3“§roadAtraih%QQf:to~anyqne considering a position as a program spegialist. "= -
ZQTG.:'RécommendedfChandés T o o AN
N e _
- She would: like more time to read materials and work with speech |
_ thérapists. “She'd also like to get -into greater depth -in one area, - .
- rather than spending time on “petty.thingsﬁ“(e.g;,‘papeerrk,Aadminjs-A}
. “trative details). . S U

M ‘ ’ - . <

L
[}
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S Compiiah6e50fficek - Shé'think§ brogram specialists are FwelT“iﬁformédf

- wegarding the Taw, strong in’assessment, observation and knowledge, of

) ;.{1a1ternatives‘(i;é.;«serviCeslﬁrograms»for}handieappedjstudents);~and1are _
", lalso professional and diplomatic.” .- . . ST

¥

O AShe‘deSCribed‘a,varﬁetyvof¥Way§*in'which,progﬁam'specialists function - .\ -
7., -in this RLA. Some are responsible only for special education classes and. SN

ﬂf .~ some handle all. referrals for diagnosis and placement (both public and pri- - = )

'7~Vate);I€A_majority;ﬁhowever,,are‘assigned approximately 10 to 14 schools. .

« . She be]ieﬁes;thatA"prqgra$S§p§c1a1i§ts;in‘thevsame'pTaCe (assigned to - . . - I\

f,specific*schodls)‘eStab1ishErapport;‘but‘theyjalsOcreach a burn-out paint." - -

o DS

.A7}fSpéeEh[Therap1$tv-:Thé{fo]TOWTng_afea comnents. made’ by the speech . .
) ‘therapist.rqfer'to two:dﬁfferent;categpries‘Qf:prggram“speqialisgs:i '

_ The program specialists who work directly with:$peech theirapists
helps with "forms, treatment and diagnosis," ‘and the “Job-Alike A
+ . bn-seryices". provided by this. program specialist are useful...(they are)
really instructional." . ™. e e T
... She has-very little contact with the pFogram specialists who are "~ - .
- assignred ‘to her school on a;hegufaribasiS'gbut not .in her ‘specialty area). *
The onTy time shé -does see them is at EAS/SAT'meetings. Her view of what .-
‘they do -is that they monitor caseloads, assess procedures, sign“IEPs, =~ -~ . = -
_anSWerdqueStionsfrggarding;procedural matters, -and. insure ‘that the programs

~are bperating according to guidelines. - =

'Y _Hef’9enéfa1 view of program~$péci§1ists i ‘that they provide much |
 needed .services. They tie schools together and equalize services among . T

R T SR S A R
-+ . Resaurce specialist (regarding program specialist assigned: to her . . o
. schooT) - "She Is very good. She gives ddvise regarding instruyction, but -~ v

- is more-useful ‘in proyiding compliance information than in assisting in
curriculum.”  She claimed that the program sbecialist.js readily available

| . to_her.

N . ) . L'..
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SESR #3 posSessésfthe7fo]1owingiéharacteriSths:r it1isja_couh£y§f :

~and its-program specialists are under instructional contracts. - -
The dﬁStkicﬁfchbséh{forisitéjViSitatiOn'haéfa'lbw'SES:and;waS,1bcétéd S
-~ in a'rapidly growing area-with -an influx of high SES groups. District size . .-
. was’1,100-1,200 pupils. . e e e E

e " Two interviewers spent one afternoon in a’primary school (K-3) and the =~ = .
. next morning in an elementary school which consisted of grades 4-6. *On.the -
- ‘second day the lunch hour: was spent by both interviewers interviewing.a -~ -
“program_specialist, who was barely able to fit them into a tight schedule. -~
~Interviewers :both worked in each. of ‘the schools,. spending anywhere. from. = °
fifteen minutes,to one hour with the personnel .interviewed. a . s
- *~“  Two principals, two resource aides, a special education ‘director, a schbo]?
" nurse,- two special day class-teachers and five regular class ‘teachers were
interviewed (one teacher was bilingual). . Three resource spectalists and-a.
_ program specialist were-also.interviewed. These ‘schools were somewhat uni=

que “since they.had,two r¢sourge speqja]ists in_each school. " 4
1. RESOURCE SPECIALISTS - T

R -Siteilfis‘iq;a‘1owaES area. }Thfs schooT has.tw0'fu]1+fiﬁeﬁre$dufcg )

.. specialists and a1l teachers have aides. Of a total of 600-700 students. -~ -
‘enrolled, 350-400 students are in-Title I and many are limited or.non-English
- speaking. . e e e ca T

- °f,. vRestrce'Specialist:I»'ﬂ’ a

~_A. Self Perception

1. PrESeht;ASSigéméht“andiPasthXperieﬁce~fv

. This is the resource 'specialist's third year in this position. His
previous experience was in-a private special educatign school for emo-
“tionally disturbed adolescents. He has a standard'e%ementary'credentia], E

" an EMR credential and an LH credentiall. The psychologist at the school
e . had_in-service during the resource specialist's first year which helped :
- ¢ his work with ‘children who had academic and:learning disabilities. The . -
* psychologist also taught him how to do testing. IR : -

Ve
© 2. Activities o |
., Referral and Assessment - The referral process along with program
v ‘review and consultation/staff in-seryice takes 3% hours per week. This

o

djrected-SESR in the Master Plan foi-three years. It has-airuraljurban.mixigﬂ  h}{}ff'”
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comes .out to roughly 3% of his week for referrals. The referrals are
usually from the teacher and occasionally from the parents.' ‘The person

' peferring consults with the resource specialist on whether this

_referra)] should be processed through ‘the whole special education procesé o

V*ofgifﬁthere'are_g]ternat'vegp0551bi1ities“to{b9;exp1dred‘first. Then the
.~ first ‘IEP meéting is _held and chaired by the psychologist who is.dlso
“the head‘ofLSpecia]ﬁEducation‘Serviceé. Those -attending this meeting
o are thetparen§§,’c1assfoom tedcher,; nurse (sometimes), resource - S
. specialist, psychologist, secretary. for. psychologist, and sometimes the
. principal. The -resource ‘specialist does most of the testing unless ‘an -
1.0 or personality test: is needed. Assessment takes about 5% hours or
~ _roughly 20% of his week. ~ - .. T

-

Instructional Planning - The resource specialist and the same group of

. pupil-Review - This

~presentation.’ o

people listed above meet in another IEP team meeting to write the goals. .

~and objectives for the child. This takes about 1% hours per week, or -

another 3% of his time.

Placement -‘Thisisamé;gfaﬁp*défmentﬁohéd»ébd?eipbw decidés whether ; the
child needs to be placed in. the resource specialist program, either ¥'
st

working directly in a pull-out arrangement with the resource’ special

or having the teacher help the,child meet these goals and objectives

~ ‘directly in the classroom by merely consulting with the resource.
specialist.: This activity requires another 3% of his time.

ihSthUct%&n'éfThis'ésbéﬁi.bf theiresourcé sbedié]ist'§ workfrequifés;~:
approximately 60% of his time. ‘He sees children din a pull-out' program

* that focuses on.their fEP.. “* .

is done both informally, on an ongoing basis, and
formally, at the yearly review. The' formal review is preceded by -

‘assessments and occurs in-an IEP. meeting that-includes ‘the original IEP-

about 2 hours per week‘. :

‘- team participants.: The review process takes .about 5% of his time, .

Program Review - This feéourcevaeciaJist felt it was done simultaneously.
with the student review. In other words, no additional review of his .
prqgramngs~dohe*other than the;review of the student's work. . ,

begraﬁ béve10pﬁént - This takes about-S% of his t&me~or grbund 2%

hours a week, He helps formulate. behavior management programs.with

teachers for regular children as well as resource specialist program
children. He estimates that he easily consults with teachers on 100"
children a week. . . R - IR C

Staff Development - He looked at this area in the formal sense as
Peing a presentation to the staff. He has done one presentation for
the aides as an orientation to the aide position, but.no other formal

,",

3. . Job Definition

This‘feSourcé.sbeciaﬂist-is assigned to this school on a fu]Tétime

basis with a caseload of up to 24 children. | o

2uy -
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- . His contact with the program 'specialist is limited by his own
choice. - This resource specialist views himself as a problem solver
so he does not.seek ‘help. -He said he does see the program specialist - :
when he' needs test materials from the county. - (See "“Others’ Perceptions" -
- of program specialist). L o L e

% . .The actual job description for the resource specialist states that .
he is an LH teacher. He does tasks in the IEP Team meetipgs that
- “@xceed the direct instruction description of his job. These are the . ,
. coordination and:consultation activities "described under the activities:
section. . =~ . * o L ' L . '

';-':Thebréspurce'speciaTist is accountable to the principal'and;tﬁe‘
psychologist, who is also the director of Special Education Services. -

. After the.IEP 1s'written, thékfest of his activities such- as = -
- writing goals and obtaining materials are determined by -him. ' He feels
he-is different from other resource specialists in the area because he

. - - :

workS'Tonger.perﬁday with children in direct instruction.

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness

o

W - Last year his efficiency was inhibited by his large caseload
. ‘(approximately 39 children).” The reason for this load was the fact
that the district could not find anyone to hire that met the resource - .
specialist qualifications. This year his load is normal and they
~ “"have hired additional personnel. . o -

- | He has to share matéfials'with the other e]ehéntary school; parti-
cularly test materials which holds up his teaching schedule at times. °

. He feels one-half of the job of. resource specialists is “public
relations." He feels that he is good at getting the:staff support he
needs for his program. He is most satisfied with the success -and
‘growth he sees children making in the reseurce specialist program
which he judges by their rate of return to a regular classroom on a -
full-time basis. He feels very effective because he keeps teachers
happy by his flexible scheduling of children in the resource specialist
program. He mixes disabilities in his groups and has children work
with each other in order to maintain flexible scheduling as well as = '’
improving pupil's skills. . . _

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

He felt that the training he rebeived throughvformal education was
nyseless" for his work as a resource specialist. His training.on-the-

job in behavior management was most helpful. Additional training that - .

~ would help him now that he has been on the job for awhile would be in
the area of testing--both in administration of tests as well as in '
“interpreting them. ' . ‘ -

» Training areas he would recommend to someone just enierihg the .
field would be: testing, behavior management, and understanding spec-
fic disabilities. . - : ' -

21,




- " He .is aware that there are changes  in the certification require-
-ments of .the resource specialist position. o

"6,} Recommended Changes

o He said‘he'wou]d_Iike'to see a 1arger.physical-space for the :
~ resource specialist program. It is too cramped and there are too many -
~ people in there at once. ‘ N

He feeis the needs. of handicapped pupils in his district are Being ,
met very successfully at present. , . ' : o

3

" B. Others' Perceptions

(This may be a reflection of increasing enrollment in this district.) The
principal also said that the "district hires specialists." (Principals
“apparently have limited influence on the selection of this type of staff

member.) He ‘perceived . the program to be worthwhile and saw the sharing‘of»:_f” o

resources between resource programs and categorical programs as beneficial.
He also noted that one-resource specialist was so well received that he was
“elected by regular teachers to be on the school improvement committee. He
_called him a "leader on.campus.” This resource specialist had been here
only two years and already vastablished a firm hold" according to the
principal. ' - ~

Teacher (Site 1) - He sent a few students to the resource specialists
this year. He worked with the resource specialist last year...and the
program was excellent. "We had common goals and it made a difference with
children," he reported. He wished more kids could get in. The former
resource specialist, when discussing student problems, used to tell this
teacher that “students will outgrow it." His formal contact with the
resource specialist is infrequent but they are ipn the same carpool. Accord-
. ing to the teacher, this resource specialist provides visual tracking and
motor skills. After resource he noticed a ndifference in students' work
and in their attitudes about themselves." 0One of his comments was that "no
one has in-serviced them (teachers) on identification and procedures..."

He said that "he didn't know exactly what to-do" and there are now five new
teachers, indicating that they may not be very familiar with the process
either. - ‘ : :

] Teacher (Site 1) - He said he had no- problem in getting students in

the resource specialist program and noted a difference academically as well
as in behavior. He had daily contact, on an informal basis, with the
resource specialist and discussed children with him. This teacher saw a
need for bilingual specialists. He also mentioned the previous specialist
- .as inadequate because students were not helped. He did feel that the

resource program was not providing psychological help and directing enough
~ attention to learning disabilities. He also quoted the former specialist
‘as telling him "students will outgrow their problems." According to his
perception, the resource specialist provides little staff development and
contact with parents. -

Rhiy

Principal - He repbrted that, "pesource specialists are hard to come by..."

I
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_population was 20% black; 35% Mexican and the rest were lower class Anglo e ]

students.” :It.had been mostly black in the past. Three hundred fifty

~pupils came from. AFDC families. Five hundred forty-five Students~were,’ A
~enrolled. - R o = E T ST

., Reédurce‘Specjalist.IIi

RN

R $g1f~Pef¢eption§ “

1. Present.Assignment and Past Experiehcé

Recently selected as a resource specialist, he had been in the
position around 2 months. He had been a Special Day Teacher for 2%
years. This resourcte specialist possesses an elementary teaching
credential. He had been-a math major. His schooling was interrupted,

and when he réturned to get a degree he went into special education.
~ Teaching EMR adults at a junior high school got him interested in
special education. S

3 He wantedAtOQget into the resource prOQram'because "I dan reach
~-more children." *I didn't Tike to see them in Special Day Class.”

His most hefbfu] experienCe was “being a substitute teacher." -
2. Activities |

His work assignment is to instruct students, attend meetings, test
students and talk to teachers. He believes that 3/4 of his time is spent
on instruction and % attending meetings and testing. There is a mini-
mum day every Tuesday afternoon, so children in the aftéernoon do not
get instruction. He does get caught up on paper work. He is "caught
up if children are absent." . _

He did not deal directly with the questions, especially if there
was any. indication of difficulties. Some problems did emerge though.
When asked about how he dealt with teachers, his response was "very
gently." Tension between this resource specialist and the teachers was
evident by comments from teachers. He said he believed it a good prac-
tice to have teachers in on the writing of an IEP. But then he stated
that you. "stick with the IEP, but listen to what the teacher says."

And he added, "we are equipped to deal with any problem the child has."

3. Job Definition

His supervisor is the principal. When asked how he decided what
his responsibilities were he responded, "I don't do anything without
meetings." "I have to do my job right; the principal comes in quite a
bit...he's good about that."

4., Efficiency/Effectiveness

No information.

21y

"
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5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

No information. .

6. Recommehdea Changes

He saw no major problems...except a need to work with teachers on
scheduling. (Teachers also saw scheduling a problem...they felt this
resource specialist was inconsiderate in his lack of concern for a
teacher's schedule.) He did not see an overlap in his work.. . -

He -saw parent involvement and specialization as "unique" to the
position and stated that this program "fits in very well with school in
general." When asked about EFFECTIVENESS, he responded that "we are
good with disabilities and handicaps." "I can't see anything here that
is weak...as long as students come to school everyday." There was
nothing he felt needed changing, but again he referred to his “"problem
with scheduling." ; , : : ‘

Resource Spécialist II1

A. Self Perception

1. Present_Assignment and Past Experience

This resource specialist has been working in his present position
for 5 years. His other work experience that relates to this position
- includes one year working with handicapped pre-school children, two
- years substitute teaching in special education classes, and an
internship in a language clinic. ‘ -

This resource specialist has an EMR credential, an LH credential
and a standard elementary credential. He felt a perceptual motor
training workshap by Bellgau and work with the psychologist at the
school who helped him formulate learning plans and ideas for reading
programs, provided valuable training for his present job.

A Lo

té . His work assignment is a roving resource specialist. He goes to
the other elementary school part-time. His caseload at Site 2 is 16
students. ’ '

2. Activities

Referral - These are given to the principal first. The resource
specialist gives advice to teachers on whether or not to refer a child.
This requires about 15 minutes a week of his time.

Assessment - This is done mostly in academic areas by the resource
specialist, It requires 3 hours per week. :

- Instkucfional P]anning - This’ is done in the IEP meeting with the
presentation of results of assessment as part of the meeting. Those
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present include the resource specialist, pdrehts teaCher;{adﬁinistra;
tive representative and at times the nurse or. speech therapist. - o
Occasionally the student is included as well. This takes about 3 hours
per week. : o g . T | . S
Placement - This happens at the same meeting asvinStr0cf§Ona1 pTéﬁhing
mentioned above. ' . o N T
 -Instruction - This is direct instruction with children on a pull-
out Dasis and requires 21 hours a week of the resource specialist’s time.

‘Student Review - This 15 doné:by'fhé-resourcekspec1a1ist on_an -
ongoing basis as well as formally once a year for each child. This
requires about 2 hours a week of his time. ; ‘

Program Review - This is done on a continuing basig in conjunction
with student review, as well as formally once a year With the
superintendent. The time on this activity is not a w%ek]y amount
separate from student review (above). b

Program Development - This is a form of consultation, approximately
45 minutes a week with regular classroom teachers about ideas for
programs to use in the classroom with children who are in the resource
specialist program as well as those who are in the regular class =
program. This resource specialist estimates that he gives advise -
on about 20 additional children, beyond his caseload, a weekK.

Staff Development - Not done on any-formal basis. Done inforhal]y
as described above under program development. 5 '

3. Job Definition | R RS

This resource specialist says he has no job description that he is
aware of. He is accountable to the psychologist who is the director
of special education services as well as to the principal of the
school. After the time on the job that he has had, he gets no instruc-
tions from anyone. Originally he received instructions from the
psychologist mentioned above. o L

'He determines the whole program after the IEP is written, A1l of
his. activities and schedules are determined by him, He does not know
whether his work is similar to the resource specialist at the other . ‘
school but knows they both work on correcting children's learning
disabilities. ) : v

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness

. "Because of his unstable location, he feels it has been difficult
to maintain an efficient program. He has been in five locations in .
the school in five years. e

Teachers are sometimes resistant’to his suggestions and do not

comply, so his impact is limited. One teacher out of 21 will not refer ‘
~children to the resource specialist program. ' } y

2123 : B . I . .




" He tries to-make his work overlap with the work of the classroom
"teacher. Having the students do the math and reading of the regular .

~ classroom as well as some remedial work, the resource specialist can

_‘guide their activities to help them work up to grade .tevel.. In this ..-
- way the students-do. not miss any classroom work. The aide works individ-
~ually with students on reading. L T

- One édVantage‘he has isifhé-usé‘df’fhe diétriqt'Speéial Educatigd*
director's secretary to do his scheduling, letter writing, calling,

etc. This secretary also does this for the resource §pecialjst.at’51te'l.;-'

o He feels he 1$-éffectivé.1nfthéﬁaréasABf-wohkihg with academics T
and learning disabilities as well as working with children's attitudes -

'about'themse1ves and .their work. ~

One barrier, already mentioned, is the problem with teachers who do -

not make full use of the resource specialist's suggestions. -They also

~ do not coordinate the child's daily program in the classroom with the RSP.

This resource specialist really enjoyS'hisiwork, espeéia11y6the-' '
direct instruction with children. T

The'Fesourcé specialist aide worked directly in the classroom Jast
year and due to the help -the groups became larger since teachers added
children to them. The resouvce specialist aide works in the resource.

specialist room exclusively this year. .

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

. Direct contact with children in his training helped him most during
his early years as a resource specialist. The testing instruction from
the psychalogist was also helpful and more useful than the testing
courses he had in his formal education. o -

For someone entering thgﬁfie1d he recommends an ihternship that
teaches the use of materials and the instructional techniques required
in the.position. The courses should be % theory and % practice. =

Learning about "handicaps" was useful, but theories of child develop-
“ment were of less value because as a student an individual is isolated
from the field and doesn't understand how the concepts are applicable.
He felt much of -the training did not transfer to the classroom,

6. Recommended Changes

He was satisfied now that his working area has become stable and is
large enough to be adequate. He never mentioned the problem with the
referral process being so slow (and the others who did mention it were
interviewed after I talked with him, ~There was no opportunity to
follow-up this problem.) ~ ,

He recommended training in the remediation of learning disabilities

bocause the disability needs to be addressed before academic work can
be successful, - -

LI B
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’ ~Q,,Bg,eOthen§‘~Fercepinns

-~ 5th Grade Teacher (Site 2) -  He believed_there was one strong resource
- specialist in the school. The new. person has a "communication problem,".
‘this teacher ‘reported. "He doesn't consider the needs of a classroom
 teacher, -and is especially inconsiderate when it comes-to interrupting us.
" He does not concern himself with our schedules. There is something about
.~ his.personality which puts the teacher on the defensive." This teacher did
" not  send a. child to resource because of the poor relationship with the.
.resource specialist. : o ' R o

.. Resource Specialist Aide (Site 2) - He was in the same room working
. . with” a student and it was hard to interview him with his superior ‘present.
" 'He was a high school graduate who substituted the previous year for the
‘psychologist’s secretary (the psychologist had run special education in the
.~ district). The aide set up meetings, knew what was happening, and had some
" training in reading. When asked about the program, he said that "everyday
" he sees some improvement.". (He was also more alert, brighter and.respon-
- sive than the resource specialist.) - ‘

w

. Resource Specialist Aide (Site 2) - He feels the efficiency of the
program would improve if the referral time was shortened. Teachers are
. apparently reluctant to refer children because they feel the child will not
get the needed attention spon enough to be of any real help., '

 Regular Class Teacher {Site 2) - Feels he would refer children more
often but the process takes too long. He does get useful ideas frop the
resource specialist to use in uurkjng with children who have problems.

. Bilingual Teacher - He would refer children to the resource specialist :
program if he had someone who he felt needed to be in it.

- 1I. PROGRAM SPECIALIST
A. Self Perception

1. Preseht‘Assignment and Past Experience

This program specialist's workload consists of all autism programs
in the -county and all special classes and resource programs in the con-
-sortium.” In the consortium of local districts he is assigned to, there
are fifty resource specialists, fifty special day classes and fourteen
or fifteen autistic programs. ’ ‘ :

He taught SH children for four years. "He did everything." He
trained with LH students and administered an SH program. He holds an
administrative credential, standard credentials and LH and SH

- credentials, =

His most useful outside experiences were in the area of staff
development. Working for a well known specialist in the field was part
- of this experience. : 4 -

OO
e
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" He received his LH credential from the county office. During’ the
first year of-the Master Plan there was special training, "skill
building." This training was needed because "in.the field, a program
specialist .could be eaten alive by the district.” ' L

2. Activities

This program specialist views himself as an. "expert onthe Master
Plan." He uses "theater® to teach skills. He "dramatizes" Master Plan-
issues as part of inservice presentations. His work involves direct
teacher contact when providing materials, modeling and answering
questions. o o o T o

. .He consults and works with administrators to provide support for
pragrams. His contacts are primarily with principals, superintendents,
and special education directors. . L . N

‘He does in-services and staff development with emphasis on aware- .
ness of the Master Plan and appropriate skills for implementation. ~
He does in-services when requested. When interviewed he was preparing

- ooan ig-service for. junior high school and high school special day class

teachers. R ‘ : o . ‘

& He has worked on special projects such as writing.a parent
handbook, teaching sign language to administrators and educating
parents and school staff on mainstreaming.

He "trains and teaches parehté to disseminate information."
Another role he assumes, is sitting as the administrator atEAS
meetings. ‘ o - .

Twenty percent of his day is on the road. Last year one school
took one hour and forty-five minutes to get to. : L

3. Job Definjtion
No information.

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness

: Sixty to seventy percent of the job is "scheduling." The amount of
time is limited and the work is "rarely done." The territory is so big
it. is difficult to "provide services or follow through." Teachers have
to take responsibility under these circumstances, according to the
program specialist. o ‘ L ' :

- nAdministrators are scared of getting involved with special
services. There are competing levels" (i.e., district director of :
special education). A need for management and .communication with teachers
and administrators exists and several districts have hired their own
program specialists. "They respect you or hate you from the county." .

)

=
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This program specialist considered his role as ‘indicating he was an’
nexpert in writing objectives.* He stated that "parents trust us."
Although he called himself an "advocate for parents," he did not
"direct parents to alternative programs." "I am teacher oriented, not
an administrator...l do not evaluate teachers," responded the program

- specialist when further questioned about his effectiveness.

‘ The "mainijob:requires?'dip]dmacy;‘.;.éometimes negofﬁatibﬁ,“'
~ personality, and ability to communicate responsibly with people,”.
- according~to 'this program specialist. . e

- 5. :Usefu1'Experiences/TrainihQ for Present Position

No infaormation.

6; Recommended Changes -

This job has "a lot of.flexibility...variety..,wonderful support
from the curriculum coordinator." . "There is creativity." "I would
like to see changes ifi high need areas." Teachers, new or older, need
skills. There is a lot of "role confusion and diffusion." :

He calls himself and other program specia1ists, "change agenfs.".
"We have influence.” "Administrators are the legitimate authority, but
a program specialist creates the best situation for kids."

B. Others' Perceptions -

 Special Education Coordinator - The program specialist was hired by a

* consortium of five elementary districts and a junior and senior high. -~
The special education coordinator has "a great deal of contact with the -

- program specialists for curriculum and diagnostic needs." "They operate on
‘a demand basis." They provide in-service for regular and special education
classroom teachers. - "They have a lot of territory to cover." This SESR 1is
short 4 program specialists. Program specialists "carry no authority
without superintendent's support.”. o Cor

A new program specialist had been hired to serve the consortium and the
director said this program specialist "is involved in curriculum and
in-service." The former program specialist "took on administrative duties

_and acted as an administrative designee." Now the special education coor-
dinator operated primarily in the area of “"compliance."

Principal (Site 1) - "I called up a program specialist three weeks ago
and haven't heard yet...I wanted to work out a procedure for mainstreaming."

Teacher of Physically Handicapped - The program specialist was new and
she had no contact with this person.

Principal (Site 2) = She did not have much use of program specialists.
“Last year they clarified regulations. The Master Plan was piloted in this
district and we did not need a program specialist," she reported. The con-
sortium special education director advises the priqcipallpn the Master Plan.

S bRl




SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES'REGION #4

. SESR #4 possesses the following Characteristibs:“it'is‘an‘ﬁrbaﬁ’aféa,
and a Consortium with one year in the Master Plan. Program specialists
- are required to have a Pupil Services Credential. . -

Two interviewers spent one and one-half days \interviewing. twenty school . . |
personnel on two sites and by phone.: . T S

1. RESOURCE SPECIALISTS g
v sitel

Site one is an elementary school, located in a middle~to-upper-middie~- .~ =
 ¢lass community. It is a K-5 school with an enrollment of §00-600, Inteyw ...

- views were held with the director of Special Education from the district . 0.
and school personnel.: The principal, a resource specialist and her aide T
participated. Others interviewed were two regular class teachers, one & ‘. oo
teacher of the Learning Handicapped, one parent of a child enrolled in the =

_Resource Program, and one speech and language specialist. DR T

" Resource Specialist I

Ve

A. Self Perception

1. Present Assignment and Past Experience = S o i F@z Ny S

At the time of the interview, this resource specialist had been -

- working in her present position for five to six weeks. Prior to this,
she was a Special Education teacher for eight years (one: year in_a? o
EMR class). She has an M.A. degree in'the Education of the Mentally
Retarded and a California SED Credential, R :

dS_he was assigned to students}inrgradeé,k#ndergéktéb<throUQh fFifth
grade., R i | b o

§

2. Activities

This reéource spéc1a1ist's\fjmg breaks down as follows: .

4 .
Lo

a) Approximately 12-13 hours/weeﬁkipent in direct instruction (i.e., §
hours/week pull-ogut, 7-8 howcg/week”group or individual instruction

within classroom). Her aide, under her supervision, does the majority
of the pull-out instruction. : o R -

. b) Approximately 10 hours/week on assessment (i.e., academic testing,.
observations (approx. two hours per day) and consultation (mainly with
speech therapist but some with psychologist and members of guidance . *
team, for example, principal, nurse, speech and language specialist).

‘¢) Approximately 5 hours/week on instructional planning (1.e., orgagiz%ng
~ materials for her aide to use in pull~out and feeding supplementary.
" materials to regular class teacher). o N T

R
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’*3vff“d)E_Approx%hately.2&~hours/week hearing referrals as member of ghidﬁnce

committee (also on the committee are principal, speech and language

. .. specialist, and the nurse). They hear regular classroom teachers' and

. she had convinced most to give it a try. :
B PR i

3. Job DPefinition

v parents’ concerns regarding students, make recommendations for modifying
,~<>5env;r3nment, curriculum, etc., or agree to carry out full assessment if
- needed, ' BRI ‘ ' o '

@) Some involvement\in in-service - so far this year it's been to

. e e -

_regular staff about the distinctions between a guidance comnmittee
‘veferral and a special education referral. e
4 11 and-a spetlal BRb

This resource specialists has only been at this school approximately
5-6 weeks when interviewed. She had already worked her way into the
classroom and was doing the majority of Her instruction with students
there. At first many teachers were opposed to having her present, but

L

v

No information.

-

2. Efficiency/Effectiveness

“This resourcé specialist-feels one problem which the special education
staff and she have encountered that inhibits efficiency is the lack of
communication, among them., Sometimes more than one person will end up

"jvdoing\an aspect of the assessment work, and other times something will
“be overlooked entirely by all members, Since they have begun taking

minutes 0f the meeting, this problem has decreased. Another problem

" she. encounters  is the regular staff's lack of acceptance of spegial

education, She blames special education staff for this problem, She
doesn*t think they work hard enough to make special education appealing.
For example, she says the policies (e.g., determining eligibility

" criteria) as well as the terminology and the:forms keep changing too

often. She also thinks that special education people tend to be too
"band-wagoney." "One year they're all hepped up on one program theory,
the next year it's amother." She says their credibility is suspect
because of it. Another problem which she doesn't feel is the fault of
the school special education staff, but in fact inhibits their efficiency,

is the reqular staff's assumption that all the rules regarding special

education procedures are made by special education personnel. She
feels that the special education staff frequently suffers the brunt of
the criticisms and frustrations that the rest of the staff feels about
special education in general., This resource specialist feels that
there is still a lot of public relations work that needs to be done in

. special education, that its reputation for being the dumping ground for

students andkstaff has not. yet been cleaned up.

" This resource specia1ist‘sees herself as being most effective in a
consultant role (e.g., as a member of the quidance committee which

hears teachers' complaints/reports about students and -gives suggestions

for remediation). She also believes that by spending time in_the
classroom rather than working one-to-one with student in a pull-out
program her effectiveness is increased (for more details, see above).

e . Q- ‘ *ﬁ 21‘;’)
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- Conditions which inhibit éffectiveness;wsuchtas']adk of communica- ,
-~ “bion among guidance committee members, the unfinished P,R. work for - ’
special education, etc., have been stated above. I

=z

J | _ L o I PR .
: She feels that by-working this way she gets a real sense of how the -
child is learning,“and what the conditions-of 'the classroom are. The . <
- teachers have .an-opportunity to observe her:- methods of teaching and - o
managing behavior. She can observe the teacher and give feedback to . :
‘them. - The children's day is not as disrupted.as it would be if they ' e
‘were in a pullsout program, and the stigma of-being a "special student" ' i
o . is not so great because students never have to leave their room.“ She .

also frequently helps other students besides the ones assigned (she is

seen as everyone's helper).

5. Useful EXperiencés/Tréﬁning fdn-Present‘PoSition | s

‘. This resource specialist feels.
- experience has been most useful to
she'd 1ike to get more instruction
consortium) on testing and through
cialists (e.g., speech and hearing
matiof- in their specialities on an

To anyone considering a career.

her in her present work.

that her classroom-teaching -~ = -
Currently °
(i.e., in-service through the =
her--.contact with other school spe- " .
therapist, etc.), and pick-up infor-
informal basis. = ' -

LY

as a.resource specialist; she'd.

recommend they hale a lot of background in Spectal Educaion and an abi- .
1ity to be able to work well With~othér.peop]e. ' TN

6. Recommended Changes .’

* “Thi$ resource specialist would 1ike to have more timé‘than'she'has'

to do her work. She thinks that to better meet the needs .of handicapped
*  pupils, there should be ‘much more counseling offered. : L
B. Other's Pefcebtionsh S o L | S S

' Principal - The principal feels that the resource specialist's major
“role is to help’integrate special education and regular 'staff. The principal ,
. thinks of her as a partner in changing attitudes towards special education - R '
(through inservice, consultation, etc.). She strongly supports the re- c v
~ ‘source specialist working in the classroom, especially because she think$
the resource spegia]ist models good teaching }echnﬁques for teachers. .-

‘ Guidelines change too rapidly (e.g., qualifying students for programs).
.She thinks staff needs more time to establish themselves before making
changes. She thinks they spend all of their inservice .time learning about
the newest legal regulations and haven't gotten much past this point.

Regular Class Teacher - The resource specialist has observed her stu-
“dents and given her assistance in planning for her students' needs. This
‘teacher feels that some of the greatest help she's gotten from the resource-

 specialist is reassurance that she is already doing all she can for a par-
- “ticular child. .She said that initially she was panicked about mainstreaming:
special education students into her class, but that the resource specialist
allayed many of her fears by giving "expert" help. She sajd that psycholo-
. gists and principals were not sufficient in the past to give .this help.
The psychologists, in particular, was too theoretical and sometimes gave .
the-wall® advice. L , ‘ PR ' = ‘ -
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Regular Class Teacher - “Initially, this teacher was very opposed to.
" having resource specialist§ work “in her class.  But her feelings have com-
pletely changed. She thinks that because the resource specialist works so -
“intimately with the students she's developed a personal feeling for ‘them.
‘When she and the resource specialist discuss the students, they have a com- -
mon grounding (i.e., the child in that classroom). She believes that this ,
‘resource specialist has high expectations and follows through on_ her. expecta-
.. tions of students (i.e., when she's asked a child to do a certain amount of

- work she checks up on the child ‘and sees that it gets done). -

_ LH Teacher = This LH teacher doesn't have too .much contact with. the
resource, specialist except concerning resource specialist program students
being considered for placement in the LH class. This LH teacher thinks
that in the past, resource specialist program students were missing out on
- too much class time because of the 'pull-out" system. She thinks the:program -~ -,
is much better now that most of the work_is-done in class. A s

Parent of 5th Grade Boy in the Resource Specialist Program - The -

- resource specialist has helped her understand her child's weaknesses as -

., recommend no changes.

well as providing suggestions for homework and home modifications. - She -
thinks it has been very helpful to her to be-able to -have continual informal
(as well as formal) communication with-the resource specialist. She could

- Speech and Language Specialist - The resource specialist and speech and
language specialist have "constant. contact™ (e.g., guidance team; consulting
about students placed in both SH and resource specialist program; trying to
coordinate -auditory processing. program design (auditory/attentional skil 3).
She thinks the qualities that make this resource specialist so successful
are her visibility with teachers and studeats (i.e., working directly in.
classes), her strong special education background, and her supportive manner.

" Special Education Director - Meets monthly with tﬁé'fesbdrcévspecia1ist.-'
" Feels very satisfied with the resource specialist's work. Thinks that since

. the creation .of this role (and that of the program specialist), the quality

- of education has improved, the range of offering for special education stu- ‘a;h"
' dents. and others has increased. She does not feel that these roles could be =~
rep]aced.>- ’ SR : . ' - :

Summary of Other Perceptions
- The distinctive feature of this resource specialist and the way she
operates her program is in her high level of involvement in the classroom.
-Teachers and. others- appreciate her support, her sincere concern and fami-
Tiarity with the children, all made possible by her coming into the. .
classroom. She has provided a model to teachers and.has made it possible
-for students to get the help they need without having. to leave their class

and miss any classroom activity.
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.~ Student Review - In the.Spring,_Form_B of the Brigance°InVen£oryfbf
Basic Skills is administere¢ by the resource specialist.as a post-test.

3. Job Definition

~ The, vice-principal and department chairwoman for the resource spe=
cialist program are .this resource specialist's supervisors. The vice-

" principal does a periadic evaluation -of the résource specialist program
staff. At the time of the interview, she was completing an evaluation "

form given to hér by the vice-principal in which she had asked her to- -

- state her goals for her students and how she would.implement instruc--
tion in order .to attain them. ' S ST
" Instructions she receives from her .department chairwoman are in the
form of request for testing. She is also given other directives, such
‘as the subject areas she will specialize in and school procedures to
follow. The way she allocates her time and delivers instruction is.
left up to her. . ' + g S U

[

.f.4. Efficiency/Effectiveness

. There are two major problems which this resource specialist encounters
in her work. One is that because it is d“large school there are many '
different people involved with a.single student. Frequently the files
on students get misplaced and this resource spécialist doesn't receive
word about a student she is to see until much later than she’ should, or

" she expects a student to be in her program and the student hasn't been
informed- about his/her assignment to the reSource specialist program.

A second problem with the resource specialist program is that -
resource specialists aré assigned to teach specific subjects which they
may or may -not enjoy teaching and/or have much expertise in. 'She says
~ that in-some cases the students obviously suffer under this system and
it is frustrating to teachers. - R ‘ .

This resource specialist thinks she's most effective in helping
‘'students. develop more self-confidence. She finds working with Level IV
students most satisfying because they generally want the help she
offers them and catch on relatively quickly. What she finds more
frustrating is working with Level I students-who are terribly

by

discouraged and uninterested in learning. J

5. Useful Experiences/Training fof Present Position

Her experience as a classroom teacher and mother has been most use-
ful to this resource specialist in her present work.  Now she'd 1ike to
be getting some on-going training which she could apply in her work _
(e.g., how to do better assessment, instructional planning, motivate
students, etc.). : : _ g

Experiences which she thinks are very helpful to anyone considering a
-position as a resource specialist include regular classroom teaching
and an integrated college program in Special Education combining theory
and application. She thinks that too much of the training is too.
theoretical. ¥ S . :

LU R2ey
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6. Recommended ‘Changes

This resource specialist feels that she's too new in her position
(approximately two months) to know whether or not there are any changes .
she'd like to have “in her work, although she can see already that more
time to do her work would be nice. o ~

This resourcglspecia1ist did feel. that there was a distinct improve-
‘ment in the relationship between specialists and regular classroom
teachers. "Last year when the -program was new there was some reluc-

" tance to cooperate on-the part of regular classroom teachers. Now 95%
are cooperative." ' ’ S g ¥

B T PRPRO | s

"Resourcé Specialist IlI

A. Self Perception

N\ R B
1. Present Assignment.and Past Experience .

This resource specialist had been an industrial arts teacher for
sixtéen years. She worked with hand-icapped students on specidl projects
and when they started to cut programs she decided to work in the special
education area. (This is a declining enroliment district and specialists
are not laid-off and are not on the same type of seniority list as are
fegular classroom teachers.) This resource specialist needs 18 more
units for an LH Credential and 15 more for Pupil Personnel Credential.

v
¢

2. Activities

- She spends‘?ﬁe majority of her time teaching social studies. She has -
two groups. Level I students are seen daily. l.evel.IV students attend
regular classrooms and come to resource once a week. She teaches Level
IV students social studies, math, science .and English. Social studies
classes are self-contained and 50 minutes long. She has four classes a
day and a testing period. An open period is used for visiting.

The number of students change frequently. Currently there are 16
in Level I and 22 in Level IV. More are added by counselors as the
need arises. S . '

This re&ource specialist writes behavioral objectives for students
after assessing (uses Brigance and WRAT). Students are assigned to
resource specialists on the basis of subject areas they need to work on.
There is.a three week evaluation of the students. Resource specialist
III also developed a "review procedure," where every six weeks the
classroom teacher checks the student's progress in his or her subject.

3. Job Description
‘No information.

4, ‘Efficiency/Efféctiveness . .

One of the problems with thé program is Level IV. Five or six |
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students are taught at the same time, and although the aide is excellent
" according to resource specialist III, it is difficult to conduct

classes in this manner. Truancy can also be -a problem for a resource

specialist working with Level IV students, since students report to

regular classes before they-go to resource for ‘help. The resource spe-

cialist does ndt know if the student is in sghool. : -

This resourceaspecialist‘aid feel that there was a distinct improve-
ment in the relationship between specialists and regular classroom -
. teachers. “Last year when the program was new there was some reluctance
to cooperate on the part of regular classroom teachers. Now 95% are
cooperative." ' o )

Resource specialist III intfoduced a three week evaluation form
which may contribute to greater efficiency and effectiveness in terms
of student objectives: _ o . o

5. 4Yseful Experiences/Training for Present Position

Her experience as a classroom teacher and mother has been most use-
ful to this resource specialist in her present work. Now she's like to
be getting some on-going training which she could apply in her work _
(e.g., how to do better assessment, jnstructional planning, motivate
students, etc.). :

Experiences which she thinks are very helpful to anyone considering
a position as a resource specialist include regular classroom teaching -
and an integrated college program in special education combining theory
and application. She thinks that too much of the training is too
theoretical.’ ~

«

6. Recbmmeﬁaed Changes' ‘ o

Ths resource specialist feels that she's too new in her position
(approximately two months) to know whether or not there are any changes
she'd Tlike to have in her work, although she can see already-that more
time to do her work would be nice. : _ .

B. Others' Perceptions, Resource Specialists II and III o
Psychologist - She has contact with the résource spécia]fét prograﬁ
staff in these ways: helps with assessment; giveslsuggest10n5~for reme-
diation techniques and group instructional planning;: does some staff develop-
- ment for them and may meet parents together with a resource specialist.

-~

~ The psychologist feels that since the introduction of the roles of
resource specialists and-program specialists under the Master Plan, there
is greater attention given to special education students (e.g., teachers
have become more aware of problems and procedures for remediation due to
the assessment work that is being done and the IEP).. She also thinks that
communication between home and school has improved. In addition, she
‘believes that because more trained people are doing assessment, for
example, the resource specialist and program- specialist, more information
about students' problems and-needs is available.

[
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The suggestions ‘that she makes for the resource specialist program -
staff are that.they improve their organization so that more small group or -
- individual instruction could take place. At present, she doesn't feel that
the students are getting enough attention. , '

Teacher of the Learning Handicapped - Her contact with the RSP staff is
1imited to communication about a few students who are placed in both the LH-
- class and the RSP. - '

‘She ‘thinks that since the introduction of the resource - specialist role,
students are given a better chance at being mainstreamed. Until resource

" specialists weré present, there was no place for a student who was at a
higher level of functioning than the LH student but at the bottom of the:
regular class. For this reason, she thinks their role is essential.

Speech Therapist - She feels the RSP is primarily tutorial and makes
her work harder. 1Ihey are not therapists. '

" Special Education Department Chairman - She believes more remediation
was needed with some students now in the resource specialist program. - She
believes the resource specialist should handle only students who can be
successfully mainstreamed. '

Program Specialist - She defined the resource teacher as a person who
monitors-students in regular classes. The program specialist does in-service
(both formal and informal) for resource teachers, attends IEP meetings with
them and informs them about SB 1870. L ' ‘

Site 3

Site 3 is a high school with similar‘demographics as Site 2, bu£ has
operated under a principal who introduced Master Plan objectives many
years prior to legal implementation. ' ' ' w

An ‘interview was conducted with the resource specialist by phone for
the purpose of contrasting activities at Site 2, which had been in the’
Master Plan for only one year, with Site 3 where mainstreaming had been
supported for a number of years.: Unlike Site 2, where resource students
were located in barracks,  the program was;cdnducted'?rom regular classrooms
in Site 3. These classrooms were still somewhat isolated, however.

_ Resource Specialist IV

A, Self Perception

ll.v Present Assianment and Past Experience .

" This resource specialist-is in her sixth year in the special educa-
tion area, and her second year at Site 3. She was a reading teacher in
a special education program before getting her LH credential. She also
worked in a private clinic for two years diagnosing disabilities.
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2. Activities -

Resource specialist IV.said that the Site 3 program tries not to
pull students out of.class and a first priority is to-work with regular
-¢classroom teachers in order not'to pull-out. "Resource programs give
us flexibility." "Students can drop-in. Trust has developed over the
years." . ' ‘ :

- She spends most of her time instructing. At least 3 hours a day
are with students. Periods 2 and 5 are drop-in periods. Additional
responsibilities involve: consulting with regular classroom teachers
amd modifying curiiculum, and assessing as.part of screening committees
which review referrals and handle transfers. Resource specialists are
case carriers. ‘They do academic work, and tests for handicapping are
ongoing. Resource specialists assess continuing stidents; two tests
are given in each academic area and two tests in each handicapping area.

A resource specialist is a counselor.actording to resource spe-
cialist IV. They provide a liaison with the family and administration
and take care of program changes. The school counselor handles all
discipline and attendance. .

, There are nine people working in the program, six in the resource -- .
‘program and three as special day class teachers. Of the over 3,800
students in the school, 160 are in the resource program. Thirty-five
are.in special day classes. ' ' :

Resource specialist IV felt the job was satisfying because of stu-
dent success. With intermittent assistance, the resource ‘specialist
progiram prevented student failure, ended tracking, and jmproved a -
student's self concept. The job's frustrations were a result of -time
constraints, the number of regular classroom teachers needed to be
contacted (over 80 teachers), and the lack of a good supply of tradi-
tional-aides. They had to hire college students because of the
scarcity of money. ’

: (‘ 4, Efficiency/Effect%vehess

. « [ ]
_No information.

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

No information.

6. Recommended Changes

No information.

<

II.- PROGRAM SPECIALIST

One day waé spent interviewing and observing the program'Specialist at
work. '
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Self Perception

1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

This was her second year as a program specialist. Previously she
worked as a speech and language pathologist. She worked in a high
school for five years, and currently teaches part-time at a state
college. She also has a private practice in speech pathology.

This program specia]iét has a B.A. and M.A. 1n‘Coumun1cat1ve
~ Disorders from a state college and a certificate of clinical competence ,
in addition to the "standard credentials." . g

2. Activities

Her territory is the entire high school district andApost secomdary
programs. This covers six schools and the guidance center. She does
approximately two _hundred observations for six students in private
schools. o A

She estimated that 10% of her- time was spent on PRIVATE SCHOOL
PLACEMENT. Two or three times a year she checks onsthe students:
progress. November lst begins visitations. "70% of my interaction is
with teachers and staff, 30% is with agencies and parents.”

7 She is also responsible for overseeing nine aphasia teachers, 9%-10
speech and language specialists and 10-12 teachers of the severely
handicapped.

fler activities as a program specialist involve Monday visitations
to the guidance center and Tuesday through Thursday scheduled on the
basis of established needs. s : . ’

Her day begins at 8:00 a.m.- She goes to the RLA office and spends
‘the first hour on phone calls. Then for four days of the week she is in
the field doing consultation and assessment, both formally and
informally. During this period she may also make private school p
visitations. Normally the workday ends at 4:30 p.m. when she returns to
the RLA center. Friday is devoted to weekly staff meetings which
include the staff members familarizing themselves with new forms, pro-
cedures and changes in thé law. Friday can be used to prepare materials.

This program specialist is a consultant for IEP meetings. When a
new teacher is involved, the program specialist may be called upon to
write the IEP. She reviews the IEP, and particularly the parent l
option. "I assist in the review of difficult cases when parents refuse )
to sign the IEP or appropriateness is called into question."

The program specialist also conducts review on a semester and annual
basis. "I assist in review." If students are still in Special Educa-
tion by high school, they have severe problems. "I review students' past
history. If students are in an LH class and not progressing in this :
class, they could be placed in CH class, which might be more
appropriate.”

20
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"Piaéémént usually isathe'soukce'of our prob]ems." It.(conflict) .

"could have been resolved if alternatives" were ‘handled more

vthoroughly.” "I try to discourage shopping around. I encourage

‘placing a child in his/her attendance area. Newer staff will call for

help on placement. I am aware of available programs." She knows more
than just her specialty because structural complications in secondary

" . schools calls for "cross category placement," "WHAT IS UNIQUE TO MY JOB
IS THE AHARENESS'OF‘RESOURCES AT THE DISTRICT LEVEu.““ . L

. She believes the consortium provides in-service b weaker programs, -
"one school doesn't get the cream of the crop." 95% of the students are
placed in their attendance area. Prior to the Master Plan there was a
disparity. inccurriculum. Now services are consistent from one campus
to another. : f R

There were a large number of private school placements prior to the
consortium, according to the program specialist "Parents in this
district are now. more knowledgeable." At present there are workshops:
with parents. Two community advisory committee workshops were put on
last year.  This program specialist has at least five parent contacts a -
week, at least one a day. She generally discusses what "services are
available." o ' :

This program specialist was asked by a high school vice-principal
to review the objectives of a special education teacher. The program
specialist did not seem unduly disturbed by the request, but handled it
as one means of "access" and rapport with administration., :

3, Job Definition

‘This program specialist operates under general guide]ihes of the
law, her specific job description, and particular assignments. The
guidance center is specifically assigned as is "monitoring" a speech

‘therapy internship program twice a week. This assignment was made by

the districts in the consogtium. Otherwise, case requests determine
her schedule. She has to do program observations, attend IEP meetings
and reviews. She is called in for consultation and asséssment.

The Tine of authority ranged from:the director of Special Education
for the district (this program specialist's immediate supervisor) to.
the assistant principal, teacher and/or specialist and parent,
according to the program specialist.

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness

~

The program specialist suggested that some of the problems that
impede efficiency are a consequence of the complexity of the high school
system, funding, and lack of time. She said "elementary schools were .
easier." Elementary districts (and schools) are smaller and have fewer
"political ladders." Most of the cause of conflict is funding, :
according to the program specialist. Caseloads are too high and
budgets are limited for supplies and materials. There is less money -
for direct services as well as a "lack of funds for professional )

R
2
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development." ‘A continual complaint of the program specialist was her

'§200 annual allowance to "attend workshops, subscribe to'professional
. journalsy etc.,." She seemed to feel this ¢urta11ed her professional

growth and impeded her effectiveness.
" Another prablem she spoke of was "lack of time." She has fifty-two

'ff’square miles and six schools to cover. She noted that some program
" gpecialists had twenty or thirty schools. The high schools in her

0

§iterritony,vhqwever, averaged a high number of approximately 4,000,stUdents.'

" Gther problem areas this prédﬁam:speCialist identified were dupli-

' cation of din-service programs; "simultaneous demands," or request for
some services.at the same’time; and neounty meetings that overlap," or
~ cover ‘the same material. L . . '

She reported, "the hardest aspect of this job is different educational

, philosophies." Working under one umbrella can impede efficiency. The

{ nature of the liaison position, according to the program specialist,
' jmpedes effectiveness. She noted that "...administrations will resist
" directives...I AM AT TIMES AN OUTSIDER." She continued, "I work with

administrations and give suggestions, but I am least effective when the
administration is not open to approach.” "Trying to work with local
administration makes it much harder." .The role of specialist is a

ulegislative role," we can show how to do IEP ‘in cases where we have

administrative support. An assistant principal wears "lots of hats."
I have been told "you tell my teachers, you evaluate my teachers..." A

‘program specialist "is looked upon as an administrator." We are

nexperts in curriculum, not administrators." It "is hard to be a spe-
cialist in all areas...impossible to stay abréast of all curriculum
changes...hard to perform a dual role." We were "set up as curriculum
consultants, and trained as curriculum consultants.” "This is the
function that generates respect and greater appreciation for services.
Compliance forces an-administrative role. Teachers blame me for no

 money."

Anotherwproblem is that there is a need to_in-service administrators.”
vl enjoy interaction with teachers, but this position is not as
rewarding as teaching." Not much positive feedback...complaints about

"how poorly things are run. She hears complaints about "90% of the

time." “Not much sypport," according to this specialist.

To be more effective would require additional time on site and an
increase in direct services to specialists. There is a need for more
release time for special education teachers. More money is needed to
attend speech pathology and other conferences and workshops, as well as
travel. .

This program specialist felt that she had received as much formal
training as was available in her area. Additional money for conferences,

‘workshops and reading material, or "informal" means of professional

growth were more important to her.




B.

L

209

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

She felt her experience in a hospital setting provided heér with more
"intensive" background in the clinical or therapeutic aspect ‘of her work.
The clinical experience helped her learn to use a "TEAM APPROACH" in public

“schools. It is more effective because of large caseloads and lack of time.

6. Recommended Changes
No information.

Others' Perceptions

Nurse - A program specialist is "part of a regulatory'agency...SOmeShe

* who monitors what we do...has very little contact with kids directly.

They do not také-part in direct evaluation. They evaluate the process,
they are redundant. A program specialist has a more complicated job.
There are a myriad of forms constantly being ‘changed which they are respon-
sible for. Directions are contradictory. This year they. are getting "it

" together. In the past, there has been pressure to jdentify for sake of
jdentification, now there is no value in it...(CAPS). There are fewer
meetings this year.," ' ' : .

Departrient Chairman of Speciat Education and_Special Class Teacher -

‘She had contact with several program specialists. Calls on them depending

on strength. They are "good at IEP meetings." They provide in-services on
teaching and assessment, go over new forms, attend IEP meetings of a contro-
versial nature. They are "personally excellent, but limited "timewise."-

~Their time frequently can't be spent on their priorities. The program
specialist's perference would be to visit sites. ‘ |

| Proj}am specialists are "not terribly neceséary." There are alter-

natives to the way they function now. Under declining enrollment class
size has increased, which is a loss for special education kids.

LH Teachers - Contact with program specialist through an in-service on

a student. Informs us on the availability of teaching materials. Didn't
“know what role of program specialist was in providing in-service. They do
tie in with other programs, such as resource programs. Sometimes they make
decisions about placement of students they do not know well, This
distressed the’ LH teacher.

Speech Therapist ;‘She‘has a program specialist assigned to her. This

program specialist sits in on IEP meetings and presents options in case of
placement conflicts. According to the therapist, a "Program specialist is
a resource...they plan workshops and observe." She does not use their

services. The program specialist is a department coordinator (speech) and

handles problems as well as holds monthly meetings.

A Classroom Teacher - She has no contact with the program specialist.

A Counselor - She has contact w%th a program specialist mainly at IEP

meetings. one sees her as a liaison with districts regarding placement.
The counselor feels program specialists need more "hands.on" experience.
They need to be present more and their credibility would increase.

i 229
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. program'specia1ist,v50t don't have the time.

210,

- 'VShe believes since the introduction of the role more assessments are
done. These have value since they target the strengths and weaknesses of

of students. She felt others could do staff development equally well with

PrihéfpaT; Site 1 - She feels that if program specialists get out into}

" the Field they can be highly effective.” They have been helpful to her and
- her staff by informing them about the legal aspects of the Master Plan,

acting as a community resource, providing staff in-services, etc. She

 thinks that the resource specialist and program specialist-work very well -

together (i.e.,. program specialist informs resource specialist about legal™ '

" guidelines, relieves- anxiety, gives testing in-services,-etc.) but that the
»re9u1ar~teaching staff doesn't understand the program specialist's role.

- Resource Specialisf I1 - She thinks that the needs of handicapped pupils
wouTd not be served-as well without program specialists. She thinks they -

.provide options to teachers by creating, maintaining, and upgrading special

education programs.

~ Resource Specialist III' - She uses program specialists. “#Anytime T have . -
a problem I caii;her." "Che does an excellent job.! I "contact her in.

curriculum areas. High School materials are difficult to obtain and she -
knows “suppliers." “Program specialist writes behaviorial objectives for
students, and attend all IEP meetings " oo " .

" Resource Specialist IV - She felt "close" to the brbgram‘specia1ist;
It was her "1ink to Tegal interpretations..." The program specialist,

"keeps us alive legally," she explained. She felt the program specialist
insured consistency of programs in the districts, especially among 8th gra-
des which fed into the high school. Her program specialist a1so_offered a

1ot of suggestions in curriculum..

L 230
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© SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES REGION #5

SESR #5 represents the following characteristics: it is a single-urban
district, has bgen operating under. the Master plan for two years, and its:

-program special¥ts are hired on a management contract.

Two interviewers visited two elementary schools in this area, inter-
viewing a total of 17 school personnel.. . They included: one program
specialist, two resource specialists, two principals, one county diagnostic:
teacher, one district counselor, one school psychologist, two DIS
personnel, four regular class teachers, two special day class teachers, and
one resource specialist aide. , T
I. ;RESOURCE SPECIALISTS -

| | site 1 . |

Site 1,15 an éTemEntary sCHool?(K-6)~with an enrollment of 500-600. It
is located in a middle-to-upper-middle-class community. Fifty percent of
its students -are bilingual and are bused from outlying communities.

Resource Specialist I

A. ‘Self Perception B | - e
. ¢ , : .

1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

This resource specialist has been working in his present position
for three years. He is assigned to one elementary school. Prior to
this he was a volunteer -in a reading program; taught church school for
15 years; was a special education teacher for four years; a substitute
teacher and parent. He has a master's degree in special education, a
standard elementary teaching credential, TMR/EMR and special education
credentials and is currently working on a Spanish credential,

2. Activities v
Referral - He consults with parents, teachers, and principal regarding
referrals and routes them to appropriate personnel (psychologist,

;spéechvand hearing therapist, nurse, etc).

Assessment - 20% of his time is spent planning or actually doing
assessments (e.g., academic, achievement, sensory-motor); he coordinates
the assessment work with psychologists, reading specialist, speech and
language personnel, etc. The IEP team determines what tests will be
administered and who.will do them. ' .

Instructional Planning - He does all of his own planning for the pull-out
pqogram and helps teachers plan for children they have 1in their
classes. ’ )

Placement - He helps make placement decisions as a member of the IEP Team,

Instruction - 60% of his time is spent giving direct instruction and
planning. An instructional aide assists.

ERIC - 231
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Review ~ He pavtiéipates in formal review of students (1-2 per year per
student) and in less formal reviews through telephone contact with
parents, at least once per month. |

- Staff Develobment - Conducted on a formal basis one or two times per ~
“‘year and on an informal basis daily. '

3. Job Definition,

"~ No information

4, EfficiencylEffectiveness

This resource specialist reports no major problems in his work. He
says he provides the organization and coordination of all Special Educa-
tion services for handicapped pupils at his school from the referral
through to the review stage. He sees himself as a resource to the .
staff on many aspects of learning handicaps (e.g., identification,
remediation, etc.). The only possible problem is not having enough
time to do all the work. -

He feels that €he new system of Special Education has made educators -
more accountable for their work, has increased parents awareness of
their childrens' education, and has encouraged a team approach in meeting
the needs of special students--all this, he feels, is very positive.

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position -

In his beginning years as a resource specialist he found the tech-
nical information he'd acquired the most helpful to him (e.g., knowing
what the different kinds of learning handicaps are; how to identify
them; what methods to use to remediate them). He recommends to anyone
who is considering becoming a resource specialist that they acquire

this same information. /

6. Recommended Changes

The only change he'd like in his own role would be to have more
time to do his work. In other regards, he thinks that a resource
specialist aide position is more demanding than all other aide posi~-
tions and therefore should be classified at a higher level. Then, more
highly qualified people would be competing for positions as resource
specialist aides and would be more adequately paid.

B, Others' Perceptions

Psychologist - This psychologist consults with resource specialists o
assessment (e.d., suggests additiopal assessment measures they might use;>
helps interpret test results). | -

, Before the introduction of the resource specialist program, this
psychologist stated that students who were learning handicapped could not
always stay in their neigh-borhood schools and regular classrooms. Now,
the resource specialist program provides them with the additional one-to-
one help they need so they don't have to be removed from their communities
and out of the mainstream.
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A It1nerant Adapt1ve Phys1cal Educat1on Teacher ? Th1s Adapt1ve Phys1cal
Education Teacher receives referrals for assessment from the. resource
“specialist. He consults with him about studénts who_have been referred-.or

.are. placed’ in special education programs. . He thinks™ that the resource spe-

. cialist does a very good job of keeping atl S1gn1f1cant personnel 1nformed N

s

about the status of hand1capped pup1ls~.,

Coord1nator, Adapt1ve Physical Educat1on - He rece1ves requests for

- assessments from the resource specialist; conducts in-services for resource
specialists on physically handicapping conditions-and how:to work with .
them. He thinks that resource specialists are playing a key role in the ;

r»coord1nat1on of - speq1al educat1on,serv1ces at ‘the ‘school level. One sugges-' -

+ tion he makes for change is that the resource specialist and the program-
" specialist not1fy APE ‘personnel of assessments they .want’ them to do, leaving .

~ enough time in which to conduct them and determine resuTts.: Somet1mes, he

.says, they are given referrals with an 1nsuff1c1ent amount of t1me to o

complete them. -

-

- Teacher of Bilingual Class (grades 3-4) = He g1ves referrals to the - 1 ’;’

“resource specialist and consults with him about students wha. are having

learn1ng/mot1vat1on problems. ‘He says that he ‘always gets immediate

- assistance. from the' resource specialist. He makes suggestions, about’
~ classroom management and curriculum materials;-discusses with him weekly

~withsstudents. who were referred for the.resource spec1allst program'but
h refused does in- serv1ce on forms for IEP meet1ngs. ’

. a

the students placed in the resource spec1al1st program; sometimes helps

Pr1nc1gal - He feels that th1s resource spec1al1st is “excellent "'

~ The resource specialist is well trained in his field and daes dan excellent

job of ‘detecting - learning probleis. and knows how to' remediate them.' - He,

also helps regular classrdom teachers adapt their instruction for the ~ _
learning handicapped students. - Because the pr1nc1pal‘feels that the Master
Plan has improved services for the handicapped, he is in favor of it,

- although his workload has increased as a result of it (e.g., attend1ng IEP.
~_-Meet1ngs and’ﬁn serv1ces on the Master Plan gu]del1nes)._r

Q. ?
Regular Classroom Teacher (grades 4-5) - This teacher talks w1th the

: resource specialist about referrals. He has several students pladed in

the resource specialist program. He thinks the recource spec1al1st is |

. accommodating with 'scheduling students-at times so they won't miss out on- o

o 1moroved with the. beg1nn1ng of the resource specialist program._

important -class.time. This teacher generally feels that services have.
He would -
pe 1al1st does

Tike to be a 1ittle better informed as to what the resource
when he works w1th students. w , BRI

"“Site'2,'_' - .ld.s‘l; L

S1te 2 also an elementary school (K 6), cons1sts of student from low-

».middle . class families (e.g,, 80-90% on Welfare, according to- the pr1nc1pal)

“A larqe percentage are s1ngle-parent fam1l1es.

",Resource Spec1al1st II ‘ ‘;‘ )

e . oo w* .

\;,iA.} Self Perception = T

R




" 1. Present Assignment and Past Experiences

./taught in an LH pull-out program for two years. ¥
[ 20 years. His educational training that relates:

ST 214'fmﬂxg% o
— He is assigned to work in two e]ementary,SCho\ﬁM@ and he has been- -
orking in-his present position for three years. Lf#evious to that he

#Watal teaching time is” -
, > _ed “toy this position ‘
“includes an M.A.” in education, a specialist credential for working with
the gifted, a regular elementary credential and a ‘special education

_Credential.

IR

2. Activities -~ Ty

fRéférFa1 - In‘thé,begihning’of.thé’year,.his acfﬁvities in the:aredfdf

. Tvéferral are very heavy. -He receives all special education-referrals and " -

coordinates the whole process. - _ :

‘Assessment -.The .resource specialist conducts testing and coordinates =~
assessment work of other specialists. R C S

* Instructional Planning - This is an engoing activity. In the beginning -

of the year, 1nstructioné]:p1anning'take a larger.pergentage‘of'time

" than later on. . .

Instruct%oan Three-quarters of time is spent in instruction. . K
resource specialist aide assists. - S S

assigned to the resource specialist program..

. Review - Each Spring he conducts:an'annua1'review'on ea6h“stGdent

Staff Development - He.consults with teachers abbUt'éducafioné1’programs-i g
for students . (resource specialist program and non-resource specialist - °

~ program students).. He also conducts in-services on 1earning,djsab111-

30 Job Definition

ties diggnosis, Master Plan Procedures, and laws. -

liffies, Master Plan procedures and Taws.

v Pérent~Educat1dn - The resource speciglist conducts discussions with -
parent groups about learning d?§§g1~_§

e

' He.is accountéb1e to the two principa1Siin the schools where he

 is -assigned and the director of 'special day class. teachers and resource

specialists who work out of the central office.. =~ -

He ﬁs allowed a great degree: of autonomy. Thé‘on1ylinstrucfiohsi
he receives in his work are given to him at meetings, held two or
three times a year for,“housekeepingfinformation" such as laws, proce-

dures and criteria.-

3. Efficiency/Effectiveness ..

o

‘This resource specialist says.his main activity 1shbub1ic relations:

‘ developing acceptance of  the resource specialist program among the staff
, and maintaining -that acceptance.. - L I R

" This resource specialist feels he is mbsg_effectiVévih‘giving direct
instruction to students and also; in helping :parents understand their’
children's needs. e IR o .

N

;]
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~_group, with 80-90% being on welfare and many single, working parents, The o

' instruction because of the organizational demands- of two separate schools,

L S o S 215
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He, however, feels his effectiveness as a teacher is inhibited by
two conditions: 1) too much paperwork for the Master Plan, and 2y .
having to spTit his time between two schools. . With two faculties, two
IEP teams, and two aides, the work of coordinating and organizing all’
these people cuts down on valuable time spent with students. o
-~ This resource .specialist spoke of an additional problem:  enrolling
bilingual students in the resource specialist program. “Proper
assessment," he saidy "is hard to do and it -takes a-long time to get-:
someone 1in- the distr%ht who can conduct the assessment.” There are no
personnel.employed in the special education program who are bilingudl.
The ESL program does not like having.children placed in special educa-
. tion because of the perceived lack of exposure they will have to their
native language. As a consequence they rarely refer their students.
-This resource specialist feels this is unfortunate because he knows

some children would qualify for and benefit from the resource speciaIist"

progranm. BE

5. “Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position. ¢

The most useful aspect of his training came from assessment.courses
and his. direct experience as a regular class teacher. Additionak
psychology courses, he feels, would be useful-to him. now that he has -
been on the job awhile. -~ : R f o :

Areas of training he recommends for a new resource specialist are

~ counseling training, discussion leading skills, assessment skills, and -

experiente as a regular class teacher.

6. Recommended Changes R

does not like the limitations of being split between two schools. He
thinks that a.full-time assignment at one school with an approximate
caseload of 18 students and reduced administrative tasks would be the |
most effective use of his time. . - : T
B. Others' Perceptions .

Lo f
’

'Prinicga' - This school just qUaljfies for a half-time resource

specialist. However, he believes ‘the nature of the population requires -

more resource specialist time due to the problems of this low middle-class .

school has had to hire an-extra teacher who does tutoring, to.augment the
resource specialist program. A half-time teacher has less time for direct

(-

This principal says he has less contact with the resource specialist = -
since the Master Plan has been in effect (the resource specialist had a -
simiTar role before officially becoming a member of the Master Plan) and -
knows ‘ less about the students enrolled in the resource specialist program.
He is only involved at the IEP team meetings. R

He is satisfied with his work and likes the variety of tasks, but he
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‘Since the institution of the Master Plan, he feels:that better
assessments are being done and that there-are better .personnel to provide
services, in general. However, the amount of paperwork decreases time

- which could be spent giving direct services-to children, -

.- Regular. Class Teacher (5-6 grades) - This teacher has had very satis-
- factory contact with the resource specialist. He has consulted with the
resource specialist on remedial techniques to use with students in his - .
. classroom. He reiterated the same comments the principal made regarding o,
Lo 'fthe*qesgurce specialist's half-time limitations and Master Plan paperwork = -
- overload. . L . Lo ‘

- - Special Day Class Teacher - He wou]d‘idea11y like the:rESoche spe-
cialist to be able to help with testing of special day class students, but . .

realizes the resource specialist doesn't have enough time.

* more of ‘the psychologists' or counselors' time should be devoted to this
" need, or the teaching staff should get more training so they are equipped -
to. meet the needs. - A ) B - S

This special, day class teacher also commented about the ‘problems of
having'a}resource specialist only part-time_and the oVerload.of_paberwork.

" DPistrict Counselor -'OCCasioﬁaily, he'refers<studénts to thevresource;

I;“ R “; He fee1s:that-hahdicapped pupi]aneéd more counseling servi&és'ahd that
| . - specialist program, and consults with the resource specialist about stu-.

-~ dents he sees in counseling and who are also enrolled in the resource, spe-

- -‘\'__i‘C'i(_a]1St'5:programo I o ' - . i o R
l II1. PROGRAM SPECIALIST . '

I A, Self Perception -

|

1. Present Assignment and Past Experience - . - .

This area program specialist is one of 14 working for the

district. Each one .is assigned to approximately 14 schools. - Their
“major responsibility is to oversee an assessment team which serves
 their 14 schools and which is made up of psychologists, nurses, speech

and language specialists, and diagnostic teachers., In-addition to
“these 14 area program specialists, the district has program specialists

who are in charge of specific special education programs (e.g., CH, PH,
 SH, and LH). - ' ‘ ' ’ , -

"9, Activities

‘Referral - The program specialist receives referrals from schools either
ifbr‘jnitia];p]acement.in’anylof°the four spécial education programs .
(i.e., CH, LH, PH, or SH) or reviews of placements; he holds pre-assess-
ment meeting at which time remediation. strategies for the classroom are = -

. suggested, and/or a case-carrier is assigned to head assessment.

,Aséessment - He coordinates. all respthib]é parties (parents, school ,
personnel), reads over documentation, anngenera11y pulls the case together. ,

”213(3
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" Instructional Planning - He recommends -teaching materials- to special"day
- class teachers. s T - o .

Placement - When assessment is concluded, he chairs the IEP meéting‘and

" Takes the-responsibility to help the group come to a consensus on a,place-

ment decision. He, himsel€, makes recommendations about placements

.but does not make .the final decision. = . .

Review - Because_of time constrainfs; this‘prpgram specialist attends

onjy some pupil review meetings. =~ -~

-Staff Development - He is-a member'of-the staff devé]opmént téém which
~organized the in-service program for the year, but he didn't give any
“in-services himself. ‘ ' . S -

3. Job Definition

No information. 5

4, Efficiency/EffeCtivenéss-

Thié.ﬁfogramuépecialist'encounters problems when attempting to find

satisfactory placements for students because he thinks there aren't :
‘enough qualified special education teachers. ' ’ -

PR
14

Another problem he encounters‘is when IEP mémbgrs don't have'a

. Wteam spirit" and are “uncooperative with the rest of the group." (An

3

example he gave i§ a psychologist who thinks he knows what's best for:
a student and who pushes his point without regard for others' o
opinions.) S Y -

This program specialist views' himself as'most effective in bringing
about cooperation among school personnel and IEP Team members, and  he
feels least effective when he .is authoritative and too opinionated!

Generally, hé's very satisfied with his work. Eventually he'd

1like to do more teacher training than he's presently involved in.

because he thinks that there's too large a percentage of feachers who
are ill-equipped to teach special -education classes. - ‘

"In his district, all program specialists are on a management
contract (equal to principals). He says that some principals seem .to .
resent the amount of authority the program specialists have, and there
are tensions among them. v

+

5. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

~ His past experiences in working with adults and in special'education
have been most helpful to this program specialist in his present work.

- At this time, he'd like to be getting more training in management, time-
- management and learning handicapping conditions. -

He thinks the following afe important skills for a program spe~
cialist: to possess in order to be effective: 1) administrative skills,

. 2) group management, 3) interviewing skills, 4) organizational skills,

and 5) knowledge of special education.

o

o R3Y
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6. Recommended Changes .

He thinks that the amount of assessment work presently being done
is excessive and should be reduced. . Instead, more time should be
devoted to implementation of instruction. - o

- He thinks that teachers”shouid'be,better trained to work with stu-
dents with exceptionalities and capabde of altering general curriculums
to match individual needs. . UL T .

B. Others"PerCeptionE

Principal - His general view of program specialists is quite negative. -
He says that their view of themselves as a "Child Advocate" offends him. -
He views himself as an advocate, and thinks anyone who works with children
- ‘must .too, and resents program specialists for thinking they're the only
ones on the side of children. He thinks program specialists are in less of
a position to be making placement decisions ‘than he or the parents are.
Program specialists, according to him, sometimes make decisions about where
a child should be placed without even having seen the student. He thinks
parents and he, together, could observe special classes and make more™
informed. decisions about what is best for the student than Program
~ Specialists generally do. . I o R o

. In his opinion, the role of the program specialist could be done away
. with compTetely. If their job is to continue, he thinks that program

specialists should be held more accouq}able.to the schools they serve; they
" should be less focused on the law and*act more as a consultant to principals.

.'*ﬁounty Diagnostic Teacher- - This berson“thinks~phogram spééid]ists éFef*"

" effective in their roles because of the overall. picture they have of

district programs, different styles of teachers, and community services.

" He also thinks that program specialists are the best people to chair IEP

 meetings because they-generally haven't conducted the assessment and should
therefore be unbiased. ‘ : ’ ' . -

A positive quality which he feels this specific program specialist
possesses is an ability to facilitate communication of team members and
assist in their reaching decisions. One of the program specialist's- short-
comings is lack of knowledge about assessment. B

Generally, he thinks a problem withvthe way in which the program
specialists operate is that they don't have enough time to follow through

-~ and see how a child is functioning after the placement has been made.

Reqular Teacher (grades 4-5) - His impressions are based on his contact
with a program specialist when ne was acting principal and as a designer of
an 1EP team. His perception of their role is that they suggest objectives
and goals for IEPs, administer tests, give test interpretations, and help
in the adjustmients when students in, special. education classes go from ele-
mentary to junior high school.

District Counselor - He has relatively Tittle contact with the program
specialist.- When he does, it's in order to get background - information on
children he's working with.

= Resource Specialist - He has sought the help of a program specialist
N but hasn't found it very useful. He feels the hir'irggg. program specialists
is poli;ical‘and not a choice based on skill. -
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SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES REGION #6

~ SESR #6 represents-the following characteriétics: it is a singié

" district with suburban and rural areas, has been operating under the Master '

Plan for three years, and its program specialists are hired under both

.Management contracts (those program specialists who supervise special S
programs: e.g., CH, PH, SH) or Pupil Services contracts--a teaching salary = -

p]us'stipend (those who serve LH and resource specialist programs).

~ Two interviewers spent two days in this area interviewing 16 people.
They included: one special education director, three resource specialists,

“one program specialist, two.principals, one counselor, one psychologist,

three regular classroom teachers, one speech therapist, one special day
c1ass teacher and two parents. EE L

One interviewer spent one day on-the-job with a pupil services program’

" specialist while the other conducted interviews in an elementary school,
On the second day both interyiewers visited another e1emgntary school.

1. RESOURCE SPECIALISTS' \ |

, Sfte 1 is avsuburb@n;middle-class elementary school with an enrollment
of 500-600. e o : : T P

*

b

‘1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

-~ This person has wdrkedAa§ a resource spééia]ist5for four yearsﬁ
" two years at.the elementary ‘school level and two years:at the high

© . school level. He has also worked as a teacher of the educationally

handicapped, as a high school English teacher, and as @ teacher of the
_sevgrely emotionally disturbed in an institution for handicapped
students. = . : | ’ R T

His educational background includes M.A.'s in regular and{speciaT
education, LH and SH credentials. : :

He currentiy works full-time in one elementary school and has a
caseload of 36 students and four active" assessments he is working

on. . s
2. Activities

Referral - He receivés them directly from parents, counselors, administra-
tors, community members, and teachers. There is an IEP meeting for
every referral. - . .

Assessment - This is Tlargely done by the resource specialist and is
usually academic, i.e., looking at learning needs. He formulates a
summary or academic history of the child. Assessments are done by
others as needed (i.e., psychologist, speech- therapist, etc.).

© 239
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Instructional Planning - After the placement décision is made; the IEP
team formulates the instructional plan. The-resource specialist
usually tries to have-it focus on two areas op1y.,.

" Placement - At this school, placement precedes instructional planning.

Once placement has been decided, then there. is an IEP meeting for
planning. The placement meeting has in attendance the principal or
vice-principal, the resource specialist, the regular teacher, the stu-
~dent pnd the parents. - ' ' . .

Instruction - This resource specialist determines with the IEP Team
what percentage of the day a student will be.in the Resource Specialist
Program. Three-quarters of his time is spent in direct:instruction.
This is a total pull-out program. b ’ :

Review - He does this.on a variety of levels: some of it is done

Eai&y, some weekly or monthly, plus a pupil-parent conference every 6-9
weeks. - : ’ . -

Staff Development and In-service - This. is done mostly as informal
advice-giving to teachers in the area of curriculum designing and in
helping them formulate realistic goals for students with learning =
‘handicaps. - N S
- parent Education - The resource specialist has frequent conferences:
With parents to discuss their children's work. .’ . :

Counseling - He counsels students on campus and sqmetime§’off,campus.

Program Review - The resource specialist meets with‘theaprogram spe-
cialist on a weekly basis to discuss the resource specialist program.
The resource specialist conducts a formal yearly review of the entire
program. , : ‘ .

®

3. Job Description

This resource specialist reports to the principal, the program
specialist who evaluates him, . the management program specialist and the
RLA director. He has the freedom to determine his own activities.

. He believes that his program is similar in désign to others in the
area, although each varies slightly according to the individual needs
of each school. ,

¢

4. Efficiency/Effectiveness .

_ This resource specialist judges himself to be very effective in
assessment (i.e., finding out in what areas the students have
weaknesses)-and in establishing rapport with his students... However, he
does feel he spends too much time with the referral and assessment pro-
cess and not enough time giving direct instruction to students. He
thinks others could coordinate the referral process and conduct the

assessment he is now doing. o .

One other prablem he mentioned which inhibits his effectiveness is
his case overload. He presently has 36 students enrolled in his

progran, i
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5. Useful Experiences/Training for- Present Position

. This resource specialist feels that regular class teaching is an
important experience, for then a resource specialist knows what occurs
in a regular-sized classroom from both the understanding of what a -
teacher can provide and what attention a child can receive. - e

Now that he is on the job, he would Tike ongoing in-services in
CUrrSnt techniques of direct instruction, to keep up-to-date in his
field. - ' : . : _

, He would recommend to someone going into his field a strong
background. in the basics: English/writing, math, science, reading, as
well as psychology/counseling training. He has to do a Tot of coun-
seling in his position as resource specialist. He also stressed the

need for training in assessment. Student .teaching under a resource
specialist ‘would also be valuable. N :

A}

L]

6. Recommended Changes

_ This refource specialist felt that the paperwork involved in his
position was too heavy and took too much time away from direct service.
It often increased his work time beyond the regular day. :
B. Others' Perceptions '

Principal - He feels that_the resource sbeciaTist is academically

focused and effective in his work. He also feels the resource specialist's

effectiveness would be increased if he didn't have to spend as much time as
he does on paperwork, and if his caseload were decreased. The principal

thinks it would be beneficial to increase parent involvement.

~ Special Day Class Teacher - In order to save the resource specialist -
some time, this SDC teacher does some of the resource specialist's )

.

assessment work. ‘ .

N

tounselor - This person feels that the mainstreaming concept is better
carried out now that the resource specialist program is in existence. )
Children spend more time in the regular setting with the extra "boost" they
receive from the resource specialist program. .

Math Teacher - This teacher thinks the resource specialist does not
challenge the students enough and as a result their progress is slow.

Reqular Class Teacher - This teacher thinks that students miss valuable

" ¢lassroom work which cannot be made up when they go to the resource spe-

cialist program. The district requires integrating subjects for
instruction. For example, reading, social studies and spelling.may be

taught during one period and if a child goes to the resource specialist
* ‘program during the period -she/he may only get instruction in one of those

subjects, and miss the other two entirely. - .

Parent of Child in the Resource Specialist Program - The parent feels

~ the referral process is too long and valuable instruction time is wasted

waiting for placement decisions to be made.

241
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Site 2 ,
_Site 2 is a suburban elementary sChbo] with an enrollment of 600-700 - .
students. - The principal of the school descrihes-the community as "mostly
~ middle -class, with more and more professional families meving in." )

Resqurte Specialist II

E 4

A. Self Perception

“1' 1. Present Assignment and Past Experience

@

; This resource specialist has worked in his present position for two
years. Prior to this he was a Title I English teacher (9th grade) for .
two years; was on the educational staff of Sea World for two years; did
an internship with a mobile resource unit for one year; was a ‘learning
disability group teacher for ene year; was an EH class teacher (7-8

. grades) for one year; and was a resource specialist 'in another area for
7 one year. He has a B.A. degree in psychology, secondary teaching and
LH Specialist's credentials, and is currently working on his Master's

degree in special education. - S :

. He is assigned half-time in each of two elementary schools. In
one school his major responsibility is for kindergarten through third
+  grade students, with Some fourth graders; in the other school he is
responsible for all grades, K-6. In the school where he is working
with only the lower grades, another full-time resource specialist-is
‘present to work with upper grade students. The school has this
" arrangement because they found that twice as.many students qualify for
- the resource specialist program in the upper grades than do at the pri-
mary level. . ' : o "

2. Activities “

Referral ~%He receives ﬁeferka]s'diréct]y from‘teachers;

Assessment - He spends about three hours assessing each child who is
referred, including: observations, administering achievement tests,

consulting with the other resource specialists on campus, a speech-.
therapist, the referring teacher, the principal, parent, etc.

Instructional Planning - This is done with assistance‘ffom-an aide. Each
child is contracted, and they will-add to or delete something from the

contract depending on the student's progress. :

. Placement - Placement Heci;ions are made as a‘team with the priﬁcipal, a
speech therapist, and other involved personnel; the resource specialist’
Y attends at least one SAT meeting per week and one EAS meeting per

month, where placement decisions are made.

“Instruction - Approximately half of his time is spent giving instruction
o students (one-to-one and in small groups). His aide carries out
instruction when he is not present (i.e,, at the other school where

he warks).

. Review - He conducts yearly formal reviews of each student'assigned to the
} EI{I(?‘ resource specialist program.
' N 2
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Staff Development - He posts notices and information;for teachers

regarding the learning handicapped student.

A TN ————— L] L N
¢
1 -

relieve him of some or al]‘ofvthe testing he does.

Program Review - He reviews notetaking and report-hriting with the
program specialist. L e o '

3. Job Definition

" This resource specialist feels that he has "total authority" in
determining how he will operate his program. He thinks this is the .
case because he's had much work experience and has gained the trust of
his principal. o o : - '

B

4. 'Efficiehcy/Effectivengss

This resource specialist Jjudges himself as most effective giving
direct instruction to students. He's less effective in diagnosing and

_ planning instruction. One problem which he encounters in his work is

having to split his time between two schools. He ends up having to
spend too much time catching up on things that went on when he wasn't

present. - .

5. Useful Expefiencés/Training for Present Position

The experience which the resource specialist had as a team member
on a mobile resource unit (a team of specialists that visited rural
schools and screened students, gave in-service to teachers, etc.) has _
given him the best training for his present position. '

‘Now that he's working as a resource specia]ist he would like more
training in diagnosis. -

He recommends to anyone planning to work as a resource specialist

~that they. learn skills in organizing and motivating students to
-succeed. He also thinks having much experience teaching students with

learning handicaps is also important.

6. Recommended Changes

He thinks that he'd be most effective as a resource specialist if
he could spend more time with teachers than he does (i.e., consulting
about children who are not succeeding; training teachers how to orga-
nize their environments and instruction, etc.). He thinks it would be
possible to spend more time with them if he had more experienced °
assistants who needed less supervision, and/or psychometrists who could

Pl
+!

He thinks more people who are trained to work with students'

-emotional, behavioral and social problems should be working in the

schools.

- | (243
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B. Others' Percepfions;

Principal - He talks informally with the resource specialist about stu-
- dents whao are in the program or are being considered for special education
placement. He also has more formal contact with the resource specialist at
SAT meetings. He describes the resource specialist as the "most-skiltled
teacher" he has. The principal gives him quite a bit of freedom because he
. has real confidence in the resource specialist. This principal-thinks that
‘the resource specialist would be more effective if he had more time to
spend directly with regular class teachers--helping them with any students
who have difficu]tiesv?not just those assigned to resource specialist
program). The principal says that because of district constraints and time
constraints this is not possible. » : : :

Before the implementation of the Master Plan, this principal said.a
resource team would meet with the parents of a child who was having
problems, and they might jdentify the child's needs, but there were no
resources available. Now, with the new Special Education laws, the quan-
tity and quality of services has improved tremendously. With this, though,
his own work-has increased quite a bit. He said he now has about 70 adults
to supervise. * ‘ : . :

Speech Therapist - According to this speech therapist, since resource
specialist program students frequently have speech and language difficulties,
he has frequent contact with the resource specialist to discuss students.

He also receives referrals from the resource specialist for speech and

language screening.

Regular Class Teacher (4th grade) - This teacher reported that before
the start of school the resource specialist briefs him on new students he
will be getting who have been-identified as having learning or other kinds
of problems., The resource specialist observes students and offers him
suggestions on how to work with them. When the resource specialist sets up
a schedule for students going to the resource specialist program, he tries
to coordinate with the classroom schedule, and this teacher appreciates his
~efforts. The teacher thinks that the resource specialist can give individual
" attention to students who otherwise wouldn't be getting it. This, he

thinks, is extremely important. -

Psychologist - His contact with the resource specialist is to obtain
information and referrals for counseling. He also gets information about’
the parents of the children he may be counseling from the resource specialist.
His contact with the resource specialist is generally limited except when
there is a question over .placement from resource specialist program to spe-
cial day class.

Special Day Class Teacher - He receives information about students 'as
_they are placed in his class from the resource specialist who usually

" worked with the child prior to special day class placement. 'He would like
the resource specialist to help in academic testing of his SDC students but °
the resource specialist has no time for this. The resource specialist

helps the SDC teacher write IEPs and gives advice on materials to use with
students and programs to use in the class as well,
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‘Resource Specialist I1I

P\

" A.. Self Perception

-his time is spent in this activity.)

" 1. Present Assignmént’andAPaSt Experience

This resource specialist -is beginning his second year as 3 resource
specialist, He previously taught 5th and 6th grades for eight years.
He also substituted at the K-6 level. He has worked in a gifted
program. He.taught creative writing as well as corrective reading and
morphographic spelling. He also ran an infant program for parents and

- children, ages birth to 36 months.

 His education includes a B.A, in Education/History/English,
an Elementary Credential, Early Childhood Credential, Administrative

“ Credential, LH Credential, and M.A. in Counseling.

~ His assignment is as a full-time resource specialist in an elemen-
tary school, but he mostly serves upper. elementary children because
there are more 4-6th graders who qualify for the program due to the .
guidelines for qualification.

2. 'Activities

Referral ~ He receivés the refehra1§, checks the cumulative folder, talks
Wwith the teacher, and together they decide whether to process the child

“through the Special Education Referral System. From here he sees.

parents and explains their rights if the referral seems to reguire the
special education processing. (Approximately 5% of his time is spent -
in this activity.) : . . '

N

Assessment - He conducts academic assessments, (ApproximaﬂéTy 20% ‘of

s

Instructional Planning - This 15 completed after the placement decision
has been made. It is done by the resource specialist and parents.
(Approximately 5% of his time is spent in this activity.)

Placement - As a member of the IEP team, he helps in making placement
decisions. An eligibility statement is written at placement meetings.
(Approximately 5% of his time is spent in this activity.) "

Instruction - The resource specia1ist,brogram»is designed as a pull-out

program. His aide works with small groups of children. He works with
larger groups and.students with more difficult learning problems.
(Approximately 60% of his time is spent in this activity.)

Review - He conducts ongoing and annual reviews of students. At the

"annual reviews, which the parents attend, a decision is made as to

whether or not student will remain in resource specialist program.
(Approximately 5% of his time is spent in this activity.)

~Staff Development and In-service - The resource specialist displays .
teaching ideas on the staff bulletin board and makes audio-taped

lessons and books for use with children available to staff.

245
N Y




: . 226

3. Job Definition

His job.is carried out exactly like it is written in the job
description. He says that counselors and psychologists are concerned
with the resource specialist role overlapping with their roles, but he
sees no overlap. (The psychologist did not mention this in the :
interview.) He is accountable to the principal, the pupil services
program specialist, the management program specialist and to the

_ RLA director. He determines his own curriculum and isn't really given
any direct instructions in his work. '

He doesn't know whether he functions the same as other resource
specialists: in the area since he isn't familiar with their work.

4, Efficiency/Effectiyeness

,  This resource specialist judges himself to be most effective in
giving direct ‘instruction to students, developing curriculum and con-
sulting with teachers. He feels his role as coordinator of the
"referral to review" process is a very important one, but involves too
much .work when added to a full caseload of students. He thinks his
-cag‘%pad should be lessened. He also thinks the amount of paperwork he
must’/do is too much and should be lessened.

5.0 Yseful Experiences/Training for Present Position

“““the M.A. in Counseling was a very useful aspect of his extensive
training. This helped in working with children who have behavioral
problems. Also parent training experience helped higp in his con-
suTtation with parents.

Training he would like now that he has been on the job would
involve curriculum information and more knowledge of the medical

’background of handicaps. :

He would suggest counseling as the area of training important for
people going into resource specialist work.

6.'. Recommended Changes

This resource specialist recommends that 20 students.be the maximum
caseload for each resource specialist. This size caseload would permit
him to give quality instruction and at the same time coordinate the
npeferral to review" process which he thinks is a very important |
function. A decrease in the amount of paperwork is also something
which he'd. 1ike implemented.

B. Obhers"Pgrceptions

No information.
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A, Se]f,Pg%ceptidﬁ' *j__’ . S e ; 'a-_ o jﬁ'* "7‘ L

1, Preséﬁf”Ass%ﬁﬁmént ahd'P£§¥xExpﬁfience-:.f

- This Pupil Services progran specialist has- worked in his present-. =~ =

- position for three. years. Prior to.this he was a junior high school - "~ .

" resburce specialist for two and one-half years, a regular class teacher . '
. for seven-years, a Miller-Unruh reading teacher for one year, and a
_substitute teacher for twelve years. Additional training he has. had

which relates to his present ‘position has been the_Madeline-Hunter

- - Target Teaching Training, DISTAR, Corrective Reading, Math Teaching

Techniques, and ongoing in-service through the school district.

. " He. is assigned 'to_ten schools (eight elementary, and two junior high
- schools). - In each of these, he is responsible for all the LH classes == =
- "and . the resource specialist program. He is also a member-of & - - -
» .screening committee which reviews applications-for teaching positions
: in spe¢cial education. - . S e

2. Activities - ) | |
" Referral - Théfpfogfamlsp§0fa11$t'ﬁs,Véry.i"VQ]Véd:i" assisting new . L
. special day class teachers and resource ‘specialists/with this process . = - -
~(i.e., guiding them through the legal steps, paperwork, and parent - .. -~
contact, .etc.); he is less involved with more experienced teachers. He

spends approximately pne hour a week consulting about routine site
- referrals.and approximately three hours a week consulting about -
referraTsafOrVinterﬁm—piacements.v' o T
Assessment - He will make requests of psychologists to do assessment
and he also helps teachers and resource specialists do.-testing. - (He -
thinks this contact with students gives him a chance to get to know
_ them 'better and to diagnose their problems so he is better informed. *

when making placement decisions.)

Instructional Planning - Approximately three hours a week is spent =~ °
 doing instryctional planning for students assigned to special day -, a
classes. If a teacher is inexperienced he may have entire responsibility
for directing the students' instruction.. N . o

Placement - He consults with the principals, parents, support -
personnel, classroom teacher, aides, students, special day class o,
teacher, and resource specialist in both exiting and entering schools

~in arranging for placements. He is a member of IEP team which makes
all placement decisions. = .- _ SR S

Instruction - He may give demonstration lessons several times per'year to
resource specialists and special day.class teachers. He also observes
“teachers giving instruction. e -, T ’

- Review --He is actively involved in review of all special day class
-, . students. .He directs the review, chairs review meetings, helps
. teachers prepare for these meetings, and has ultimate responsibility - .
e, . “for reviewing data for resource specialist program and learning disabi- -~
Q@ - 1lity classes. S ' Lo o C
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- Staff Development~- He holds monthly staff meet1ngs w1th the resource ;
_specialist and spec1al ‘day class teachers. assigned to him. He conducts

~ a separate in-service for h1s ‘new teachers at wh1ch he preSents Master
Plan procedures. ' : : - y

. . : , o
Program Development - He. 1mplements rather than develops programs
(e. g.,_resource specialist program and speC1al day class)._

Proqram ReV1ew-- Once a year he reV1ews resource speC1al1sts and spe- C
cial day class teachers® folders to see that the IEPs and other forms> ‘
are up to date. o N o _ o . -

Research - He cooperates and part1c1pates w1th the d1str1ct research
staff but does not initiate any research.u, ‘

- 3.' Job Def1n1t1on o Lo S L

Before he began . work1ng as - a program spec1al1st the re5pon51b1l1t1esi“

- of the job were not very LClear to him. He's gotten some guidance from

his superv1sor (whose title is Program. Superv1Sor), such "as requests to .
_observe new and non-tenured resource specialists and learning d1sab1l1ty:
~ steachers, and write evaluations.of ‘them, to collect class Tist counts in
,the d1str1ct and in-service directives. How he allocates: h1s time is

left up to h1m. His activities. are similar to other program spec1al1sts'l o

(i.e., each is -assigned to approximately ten schools with special day
‘classes .and resource specialist program) There are also people who -
arg management program specialists in this reg10n, and they have essen-
‘tially similar responsibilities to the pupil services’ program specialist
~although their assignments are different (i.e., they have respon- : L
) s1b1l1t1es to spec1f1c programs such as CH,-SH, or PH). -

He states that h1s most 1mportant activities as a. program spe01al1st . f
are making placement arrangements’ for. enter1ng and ex1t1ng students and
rev1ew1ng pupils"’ progress., .

4, Eff1c1ency/Effect1veness 'g

He feels that a distinctive. feature of his role .as. a program spe- BRI

~cialist’ is his. “global view" of the students who are being considered-
fgrdplgcement and" rev1ew as well as of the services ava1lable to these
students. . , . ,

;,Several problems he encounters in, h1s work 1nclude.,,

. 1) Parents not- shOW1nq up. for 1EP meet1ngs. - -
~ 2) ~Trying to coordinate all personnel and activities when some ‘
. people are not responsible for the things-they're to do. _
3) MWorking with regular class teachers who do not accept the :
: spirit of the Master Plan.’ - -

5. Useful Exper1ences/Tra1n1ng for Present Pos1t1on ,

, In his beg1nn1ng years as a program speC1al1st he found the support
of his colleagues most helpful -to him.  There was not enough time for

- formal training for h1s Job SO he rel1ed on his colleagues for answers'
- and guidance, = ; _ , :
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- Now that-he's-been at his- job foﬁfthree~years,jhefd like to have
more: involvement in the "evolutionary process of the law" and more
input “into program decisions (e.g., he'd like to attend RLA director's

- meetings). . . o R s : A
-~ Recommendations he'd make to anyone considering a job as a program
specialist would be to gain much experience working.with regular and
- special education students of ali ages and-develop good curriculum
~understanding, counseling skills, and people-relating skills.”

“6. 'Rgcgmmendedichanges

. -ﬂHéfthinks.thé preseht‘fitle.of'his Jjob should -be chahged to.
"Special. Education Coordinator” because that describes'more-aécurately .
s what\he-does anq also because there 1is confusion with the present title.

+ He'd like more time to carry.out his responsibilities ‘and have

>, dn opportunity to plan students' entire program through the high school -
- .. Yyears in order to create more continuity. - L —

: Hevwishes‘special educétion teaCheré coming out of colleges had better: o

preparation, that they were 1less theoretical and more practical, and
‘that they could organize instruction without needing as much assistance

.+« as.many of.them.do. : , e

B. Others' Perceptions

The following comments are in réference to a pupil services program spe-

‘cialist who was not interviewed.

Principal - ng/ppqaram specialist giyesfhim a schedule at beginning of
month -as to when will be in building. The program specialist shares the
responsibility with him for evaluating the special education staff. The

- program specialist conducts EAS meetings (IEP meetings). He acts mostly as

a consultant to staff (and ip particular to the resource specialists and

 .special day class teachers). The principal feels that the program specialist
_“has quite a bit of autonomy in his school because he has a 1ot of con-
" fidence in the specialist's abilities. He is satisfied with how this

program specialist functions in his school and could recommend no changes.-

Special Day Class Teacher - He has contact with program specialists 2/3
afternoons per month.  The program specialist sometimes substitutes for him
so 'he ‘can observe in other classes. . The. program specialist sometimes :works

‘directly with students to help determine problems and to get acquainted

with them. He conducts monthly in-service to keep staff informed of lega~
lities and to maintain uniform programs. This teacher talls on the program
specialist concerning academic problems. If students are having behavior
problems -he consults with a psychologist. This program specialist is a ‘
source of curriculum materials and ideas and pre- and post-academic tests.

‘Fourth Grade Regular Teacher - He hés no contact with the program spef
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~Parent of Special Day Class Child- - The program specialist helped in
writing the IEP.with this mother. The program speeialist. then contacted
" the management ‘program specialist for.advice on classroom placement. This
- program specialist also assisted the parent in getttng Adapt1ve Physical
Education for the child. - -

~ Speech Theraplst ~ His overall contact with the program spec1allst is

minimal but occasionally he has-met with him at IEP meetings. He has also . ’

talkéd with the program specialist informally about students, espec1a11y
those who are being cons1dered for p]acement out51de the school. '

s School ngchologlst - He has contact w1th h1m at EAS meet1ngs (Area
IEP meetings) which the program. specialist chairs.

Resource. Specialist - The program specialist comes, every other week for
. one-half day and chairs area IEP team meetings a$ well a$ annual review of
~ special day class children. The resource specialist uses the program’ spe-
cialist as a resource for ideas to ‘help children he hag problems with in
their program. He also rece1ves mater1als 1n-serv1ce rom the program
‘specialist. : >

13}




231

APPENDIX C

Ad Hoc Committee/Persohneiu‘
Development Committee}Report,dn‘

The Role of}Program Specialists

Commission for Teacher Preparation

~and Licensing

Regulations for the Resource Specialist

Certificate of Competence




end Dicecior of Eduention

| 232
APPENDIX C.1. -

' R "smmorcmrdimm_ Sy
| | ~ DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION |

STATE EDUCATION BUILDING, 721 CAPITOL MALL, SACRAMENTO #5414

December 14, 1979

TO: AdviSornyommissaoﬁ,on Special Educatidn
FROM: - "Ad Hoc Cohmittee/Persoﬁhe1 nge1qpment Commi ttee

" SUBJECT: THE ROLE OF THE PROGRAM SPECIALIST -

- INTRODUCTIN:

This agenda item is in response to.a request from the Advisory Commission on
, Special Education that an Ad Hoc Committee be appointed to determine current
" function or actual role of the Program Specialist.: . L

After nearly four years of implementation of the California Master Plan, the

aspects of the role of the Program Specialist remain controversial. This

report will provide clarification as to the services the Program Specialist
. 3performs as designated in current statutes. IR : - '

The committee, .which included an administrative personnel, RLA Director,
. resource specialist, parent, psychologist, and program specialists based
their determination of the role of the Program Specialist on AB-1250, Section
. 56335, which reads: o, ‘ , o : .
(a) A program specialist is a specialist who holds a valid special
education credential, health services credential, or a school
psychologist authorization and has advanced training and
related experience in the education of individuals with excep-
tional needs and a specialized in-depth knowledge in at least
one of the following areas: comnunicatively handicapped,
physically handicapped, learning handicapped, severely handi- -
capped pupils, preschool handicapped, or career=-vocational
-deve lopment. 7

(b) The program specialist shall observe, consult with and assist
resource specialists, designated instruction and services
{nstructors, and special class teachers and shall plan programs,
coordinate curricular resources and assess program effectiveness
“{n, the programs for individuals with exceptional needs. The -
program specialist shall also participate in each school's staff

~ development., research, program development and innovation of
special methods and approaches. - : g
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(c) A program specialist shall provide ccordination, -consultation . '
_and program development primarily in the one specialized area ‘
in subdivision (a). of his or her expertise and shall have S
~ responsibilities to assure that pupils have full educational
opportunity regardless of district of residence in the special
education services region. » )
To ensure adequate implementation of programs in large consortiums, the crucial
link among the Responsible Local Agency (RLA), parents, and the districts is
the Program Specialist. Procedures and policies are often monitored by the-
 Program Specialist. As stated in Section 56335, the Program Specialist “has
responsibility to assure that pupils have full educational opportunity regard-

less of district of residence in the special education service region”.

Special education includes both direct and indirect: services to individuals.

with exceptional needs. More often than not, the Program Specialist's role is
. one of indirect service. Since indirect services are not easily evaluated, the

~ ‘assistance that the Program Specialist offers is oftentimes overlooked.” ~ °

In an era of increasing public demand for accountability, the comprehensive
‘study of role definitions must consider the ipferred as-well -as the agtual job
related activities of a position. A term such as "assist", which is fundamental
to the role of the Program Specialist, must be understood. The roie, as man-
dated by AB 1250, is one that goes beyond the day to day assistance within the .
 classroom. It is a leadership role that can only be described as a pro-active,
" seeking-out type of assistance which brings together the various components of
the Master Plan (i.e., resource specialists, teachers, designated instruction
:nd sirvices personnel, school appraisal teams, and educational assessment
eams). . . ' ‘ . ‘ '

FUNCTIONS AND DUTIES:

A more accurate picture of the major aiéas of responsibility for services .
pr?vidqd for children by the Program Specialist is sequentially described as
follows: o . .

A. Referral S
1. .Assist in implementing and monitoring referral procedures.

2. -Assist regular classroom teachers in determining the
appropriateness -of ‘referrals for special] services.

3. Consult with administratecrs, resource specialists, designated
instruction and services personnel (DIS) in modifying regular
education programs for students determined to be ineligible,
for special education servicas.

;4: Assist in the coordination of infant and preschool referrals.

5. Consult with and coordinate the referrals of community agencies
providing service to pupils within the assigned area of specialty.
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: 6. Assist school site coancils ‘under school improvement programs
o - (SIP), in the referral process and in modifying the regilar school
- program. g Lo, . : ST
7. Provide staff development regarding referral procedures for the
- .. purpose of identification to teachers, parents, administrators,
and community agencies.: | S

~ B. Assessment

1. Particjﬁéte‘in the coordination of informal‘énd forma1~asse55ment§?'
. conducted by various professionals both in school and in the '
community. o

o

- 2, AMssist DISVperéonne1,vspeciaT day class teachers, and resource
specialists in the selection and utilization of appropriate
assessment instruments and techniques. ‘

3. cOnsult with SAT/EAS teams and'parents regarding effecﬁive 3pp]i-

cation of assessment data.

4. Provide instruction in the useof various assessment instruments/
techniques in specific areas of expertise. .

C. Instructional Planning
1. :Particiﬁate‘in placement and annual review'meetings.

E 2. Assist resource specialists, special day class teachers, and SAT/EAS
v teams regarding assessment data for developing and/or modifying
[ ' instructional plans. ‘ -

3. ??Eggcipate in the development of Individualized Education Programs

4. Consult with parents regarding the educational plannihg process.

5. Assist in the development of annual goafs and short term objectives
of exceptional students. ‘

D. Placement

| '1. Act as'a'reSOurce/Tiaison to SAT/EAS teams and other personnel in -
P preparation for and follow-up of placement.

2. ‘Serve'as a liaison to parents in -helping them to understand'the
| placement recommendation as determined.by the SAT/EAS teams.

| 3. Assist in assuring that aﬁ appropriate p1acement is made for the
exceptionaI student. -

4, Consult with administrators, resource specialists, and DIS per-
sonnel in modifying regular education programs for students
determined to be ineligible for special education sarvices.

.2

<

1




235

" 5, Participate in the p1acement of. chi1dren in non-pub11c and state |
school programs and monitor progress of pup11s piaced in these
settings as requested , , |

, , 6. Participate in the p?acement and review meet1ngs in an advocacy L
- _ role for students and/or teachers. , _ ‘

E. -Instruct1on

-1., Provide ongoing consuitat1on w1th teachers regard1ng new and
innovative methods, strategies, and mater1a15

2. AMAssist in the coord1nation of appropriate curr1cu1ar resources ,
needed for successful 1mp1ementat1on of the IEP.- o

3. Offer supportive assistance .to parents, teachers, and other staff
in solving school-related prob1ems. o .

4. Provide students and parents appropr1ate methods and strateg1es
in the coordination of the 1nstructional program between the
home apd school.

5. Assist in the implementation of annual goals and short-term
objectives of exceptional students.

6. Demonstrate techniques and/or methods which enhance the educa=
tional progress of the 1nd1v1dua1 student.

F. 'Review
1. Ensure that IEP's are appropriate'and fully implemented.

2. Provide assistance to special day class teachers in document1ng
student progress.

3. Assist teachers and other professional staff in prepar1ng for
annual or requested reviews.

4, Parfic1pate 1n 1nforma] and forma] program reviews at school s
sites and/or SESR level. .

5. Consult with teachers, administrators, and parents regard1ng
- the operat1ona1 aspects of a program.

6. Assist in the development of the comprehensive p1an as well as
,1dent1fy1ng need for program change.

7. Assist in setting priority for identified program change.
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"To aid in the successful 1mp1ementation of the Master Plan, more emphas1s is
being placed. on staff development. Since staff development interfaces with all
the aforementioned sequent1a1 steps, it is therefore descr1bed here as a separate .

top H Co
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r

Service Population,

Students
Parents
Teachers =
‘Administrators .

, Non-cert1f1cated personnel

Community Advisory. Comm1ttee = B T
Parent groups : . S ‘ ~
Non~pub11c schools

School site councils

. Schoo1 boards ‘ '
. Institutes of Higher Educat1on
- Public and private agenc1es

COmmunity organ1zatuons
Serv1ces Provided. |

,1."De51gn staff deve]opment act1v1ties based on data cdlIected
' through needs assessments. \ ‘ . s

T 2. Assist and/or coordinate the 1mp1ementat1on of staff deve]opment

C.

programs and tra1n1ng activ1t1es,

3. Assist and/or coord1nate in prov1d1ng resources needed for staff
| deve1opment actwvit1es. ,

4. Provide inservice informally w1th 1nd1v1dua1s or sma11 groups.

Sample Subject Areas' ) P - 3

: '\Referral procedures

Assessment procedures and techn1ques

'Know1edge and acceptance of ind1v1dua1s with exceptiona1 needs

V“Identify1ng appropriate program a1ternat1ves and services

cpordinating avaulable curricular resources required to 1mp1ement IEPs

Review procedures for determining student progress including ongoing
activities and techniques .

Legislation and regulations pertaining to special education

Due process and procedural safeguards
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COmmun1ty education/awareness I : L . ’

&RECOMMENUATIONS‘

1 1. Advisory Comm1ss1on on Special Education act1ve1y support the cont1nuation
. of the roIe of the Program Spec1a11st as wr1tten in AB 1250, -

i;‘2.f Make th1s reporf and results of further studies avai]ab]e to the State .
. Board of Educat1on and the Task Force on AB 8 regard1ng the Sunset Language.

1;“5; Sesk to different1ate and /or. c]arify the respon51b111ties of Spec1a1 educa-
-~ tion personnel in the implementation of - AB 1250 *
‘ X,

4, Conduct a sfudy of the SESRs throughout the state to analyze 'the existing -
utilization and implementation of the Program Specialist's role as mandate -
in AB 1250. Make recommendations as a result of‘that study ;and monijtor for
succes;ful 1mp1ementation. . S

¢D d
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Append1x C.-2. Comm1551on For Teacher Preparat1on and Lacenswng Regulations

For The Resource Specialist Certificate of Competence

30070 3 The Candi idate for the Resource Specialist Certlflcate%\

v(a)

(b)

. ‘Shall Demonstrate the Skills, Knowledge and Performance

Competencles Identlfled for Each of the Followmng

Functlons-_ -

The Consultingﬂrunctien | N o .

(1) Provide consultant services to regular classroom’

. teachers in the identification and assessment of
learning and behavioral patterns in pupils.

(2) Censultatlon ‘and a551stance in the utilization
’of evaluation data for the modification of
nstruction and curriculum. :

(3) . Provide consultation services in the application.
of clasSroom management techniques.

- (4) Provide consultant services as to resources

(appropriate to individuals with exceptional
needs) to regular staff members, parents and
guardians, .

(5) consult in the development of pre-vocatiomal
and/or vocational plans for individuals with -
exceptional needs.

. (6) Consult with regular classrcon teachers and

students as to their acceptance of students with
exceptional needs.

| The‘Coordination Function

(1) Coordinate referral and aSsessment procedures.

(2) Aassist in the coordlnatlon of School @ppramsal

Peam meeting.,

" (3) Coordinate instructional plannlng;'l e., 'the

development and implementation of Individualized
Educational Programs for individuals with
exceptional needs.

(4) Coordinate the implementation of speclql educatlon
services prov;ded individuals with exeeptlcnal

needs. )

(5) Assist in the coordmnatmon of Desmqnated Instruetlen
and Services.

(6) Coordinate the collection of relevant Lnformatmen
for those studentg referred to the School Appralgal

Team. . .
21)8 A
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(7).

B (8) £

© (9)

(10)
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Coordlnate ‘the organlzatlon and dlctrlbutlon of
media and mag€rials for both resource and
‘regular ciassrooms.

oordinate xnd1V1dua11zed instruction and
activities of the Resource Specialist Program

,w1th regular classroom currlculum.

iCoordlnate inservice workshops and wcrkshcps

for staff and/or parent

VCoordxnate follow-up actmv1t1es to lnsure o
 service delivery to all 1ndmvmduals with ex~

'ceptlcnal needs.

(c) Functions Related to the Implementatlon of Laws,
S Regulatlons and Other chpllance Reaulrements ‘

BREENEY R

(2)

- (3)
(4)

(d) Staff
(1)

(2)
(3)
(@)

(5)

Schedule and mon;tor school Appra;sal Team
Referral Frocedures 1n accordance with legal
requlrements.,; ) i .

Monmtor the development of Ind1v1duallzed

Educational Programs, and conduct revmew'meetlngs .
'1n accordance with legal regumrenentc. ‘

»Process all 1nformat10n leadlng to apprcval of
‘services by Ghlld 5 parent or guardlan.

Provide leadership for assuring full compliance
with legal requirements.’

Development and Inservice Educatlon Functicn

lThe utilization of systematic observations for

referral to School Appramual Teams .

The undexstanalng and lnterpretatmcn of
approprlate assessment tools

The selection and modification of appr@prlate

,1ngtructlonal methods and materials

The application of classrcom envxronment and
behavior management technmquca. .

The enhancement of social and em@t;cnal developnent
of exceptmonal individuals within the educat;@nal
cnv&r@nmgnt of the. regular classroom.

2y Shr
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;80070.8 (continued) -

e) Skills Related to the Parent EducationvFﬁnction
(1) Pprovide parents with basic knowledge of assgsbment.
-, proceduress and instrumentations, and how to
utmlxze the information.

L (2) Provzde parents ‘with basic understandlng of
remedial methods and techniques as they relate
to their own child's program. B

K (3)° Provide parents with basic home ehrichment and |
' home management techniques designed to meet the
needs of their chlla _ ' .

~

(4) Counsel parents in areas related to their Chlld'
abilities, including Strengths and weaknesses;
- as well as to the-.child's neceds and goals,
v " including career and vocational planning alternativeg.

(5) Provide parents with information as to effective
utilization of community resources.

(6) Agsist in planning of‘parent'educdtion w@rkshaps.g
Note: Authcrlty Clted- Section 44225, Bducation Code
Reference: Sections 56362 and 56362.5, Bdueation Cede

Al
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. APPENDIX D, QUESTIOMAIRES . . 2%

QOUﬂfiQD;STRicx ScHo0L CQDE | ._s_;jif;gn
' RESPONDENT CODE__ :

@,

- B R : : . N . S

PO

PROGRAM SPECTALIST QUESTIONNAIRE

v . for-the ~ . o
. ‘California State Department of Education
" Stydy of Role Delineation of'Program,Sgecialisfs
' ~ 7" "apd Resource Specialists:under the - . T
Calafornja Master Plan for Special Education

' Fall, 1980

N

S, . Return within two weeks to: - .
’ : : ~ Resource and Program Specialist Study
' ‘Graduate School of . Education DU

© "University of California, Santa‘Barbara
: Santa Barbara, California 193106 ¢ :

- (805) 961-4150 - . -

(AN

262 |

-

4




2

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION. -

P e : Lo

\ ‘This questionnaire is to be completed by program -
~Specialists. Please answer all questions as accurately as. ..
possible. - 'If you find a question that you cannot answer and
- .there is no "Don't know" category, please record a *NA* (Not

Applicable) beside the question. Feel free to write in any

. pertinent,information. _-

~ .. Most. questions have either numbers for you to circte ar
- ‘ , _ ; We estimate that it .
- should take about 45 minutes to complete the form. We recognize .
~that this is a long questionnaire but we are trying to get a

" lines where-an answer is to be written.

oL s

=

. comprehensive description of the work and training of{program.andj,.

, - respurce specialists. . | .
" Please complete .and Feturn tﬁ;‘qUéstionnaire within‘qu
- -weeks. You may return the completed form in the postage paid
.envelope provided.
1805) 961-4151, , | |
'Thapkfydd; ‘We appreciate yodr.participation.o
| PLEASE BEGIN WITH TAE QUESTIONS IN PART A,
’**SHOULD TAKE ABOUT 30 MINUTES'TO.COMPLETE.

. -~ N -

. If you have any questions please call .
~collect either Ruth Peck at (805) 961-4452 or Maurine Ballard at

'THESE QUESTIONS




AL

TR

A3

A.4

" A5

AT

A9

A0

n

a

__PART A, THE qﬁssnous- IN THIS SECTION ARE ABOUT YOUR WORK AS A PROGRAM SPECIALIST

What is your present job title?

- -

YEARS v

- What is the t117:1e of your current supervisor?

(List Title)

N

* How long ‘have you held this position in this district or county?

]

fio you have supervisory res;\)bnsi-b_ﬂity for any of the following personnel?

(Circle A1} Numbers That Apply) ,
1. MO SUPERVISORY RESPONSIBILITY .
2. REGULAR TEACHERS

, 3. SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS

4. RESOURCE SPECIALISTS

\

‘How ‘many di‘stvrlicts do you serve?

————————————

DISTRICTS

Where is your primary worksite

~ located? ~(Circle Number) .

1. REGULAR CLASSROOM-

2. SPECIAL ROOM IN A SCHOOL BUILDING.
3. DISTRICT OR COUNTY OFFICE

4. OTHER |

(opecity)

How many miles per week on the average do you travel to cover your geographic
area of'respousi‘bﬂi'gy? . (Write Average Number Of Miles) o .

. , MILES -

.

. 7.7 OTHER___

~ N é
5. DESIGNATED INSTRUCTION AND -
SERVICES INSTRUCTORS, .

6. INSTRUCTIONAL AIDES i~

7. 'OTHER

(Specity) -

L7

" A.6 In how many schools do you work?:

. 4

SCHOOLS

A.8 What grade level(s} do you currently
- - servet (Circle A1l Numbers That Apply)

1. PRESCHOOL
2. ORIMARY (K-3)
3. ELEMENTARY (4-6)
4. MIDDLE (7-8/9) '
5. SECONDARY (9/10-12) >
/6.  UNGRADED o

-

TSpecity)

4

k)

{

How many hours’ dp‘ you 'v'iork as a program specialist during a typical week?

-+ HOURS

26‘1 

244
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A1 . What type of salary s,chéduIe Iare you under? : A.12 What is your current salary range?
X Circle Number) _ (Circle Number) -~ . -
1. TEACHING . 1. unoeR $10,000° PER YEAR
'2."ADHINISTRATIVE < ) - 2, $10,000 - $14,999 PER YEAR
3. OTHER | 3. $15,000 - $19,999 PER YEAR

(Specify) . . ’
4. $20,000 - $24,999 PER YEAR

5. $25,000 - $30,000 PER YEAR
6.. OVER $30,000 PER YEAR

.

A.13 In your work how frequently do you encounter rion-EngHsh speaking or 1 1mited' English
speaking handicapped students? (Circle Number) ‘ :

1. <NEVER o (1f you do encounter non-English or

4 . . 1imited English speaking students,
2 OCCASIONALLY . what’h‘nguage(\s) do’ they speak?) .
3. FREQUENTLY S _ R -

. 4, MORE OR LESS DAILY

A.14  How m'ucp reSponsibi'lity do you have as'arc\ﬁ'ogram specialist for the overall management ' -
6f a student's case (from referral through placement and review of progress)
(Circle Number) : ' : o
1. NO RESPONSIBILITY
" 2., 'SOME RESPONSIBILITY
3. MAJOR RESPONSIBILITY X
4, FULL RESPONSIBILITY- : , R ‘

-

A.15 What -deg’re_e of responsibility do ybu hive for ‘coordination,A‘consultation,_ and/or program
development in special education areas? ~ - = ST

: MAJOR means yoil have major responsibility

SOME means you have some responsibility.
NCNE means you have no.responsibility -

~ Degree of Responsibility
-~ (Circle Your Answer)

2) CAREER VOCATIONAL DEVELOPHENT  MAJOR  SOME  NONE

b)  COMMUNICATIVELY WANDICAPPED. MAJOR  SOME  NONE
" e) LEARNING HANDICAPPED . - MAJOR s{pns_ NONE ‘ -

d) PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED. ~  *  MAJOR  SOME  NONE

 *a) s PRESCHOOL HANDICAPPED -~ o MAJOR  SOME  NONE

| #) SEVERELY MANDICAPPED -~ MAJR  SOME  NONE

g) omHER____ .. MAJOR  SOME - NONE

. {Specify) . '
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A.16 What is the freqﬁency of qur professional contacts with other individuals in work situations?

‘means NEVER - you have no contact whatsoever’

- means RARELY - you have contact l-5 times per year
means . OCCASIONALLY - you have contact 1-2 times per month
means FREGQUENTLY - you have contact 1-2 times per week
means DAILY - you have more or less daily contact

OMNMODE

of contact with each type of spending LESS, MORE, or about
person listed below: the SAME amount of time with | -
(Circle Your Answer) each type of individual?.

Please indicdte the frequency ‘ \ Do you feel that you should be -
(01rc1e Your Answer)

a) COORDINATORS OF NON SPECIAL o
' EDUCATION PROGRAMS . .+ . ...N R O F D ©LESS  MORE  SAME

b) COMMNITY AGENCIES . ... . .. LESS MORE  SAME
"¢) DESIGNATED INSTRUCTION '

=
=
(=]
hes |
[ =]

AND SERVICES TNSTRUCTORS. . . . .M R O F O LEss  MRE  SAME
d) HANDICAPPED STUDENTS . . ....N R -0 F O LESS  MORE  SAME
‘e) PARENTS & « v o v veveveesN R O F D LESS  MORE  SAME
’ £) PRINCIPALS/VICE PRINCIPMLS . . N R 0 F D LESS  MORE  SAME -
'g) OTHER PROGRAM SPECIALISTS . . . .H R O F O LESS  MORE  SAME
") REGULAR CLASS TEACHERS . ....N R O F D LESS  MORE  SAME
/) RESWRCE SPECIALISTS. . . ....N R 0 F D LESS  MRE  SAME
§) SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS . ... ..M R O F 0 ° LS. MRE  SAME
k) SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS.. ....N R 0 F D LESS | MORE  SAME
1) SPECIAL EDUCATION . '

ADMINISTRATORS » » o o oo oo N R O F D LESS  MORE  SAME

A.17 How many of each of the following people do' you have professional contact with during . a
typical week?

Number of People
(Write Number)

a) DESIGNATED INSTRUCTION AND
SERVICES INSTRUCTORS

b) HANDICAPPED STUDENTS
) PARENTS.

d) PRINCIPALS/VICE PRINCIPALS
< ¢) OTHER PROGRAM SPECIALISTS
f) REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHERS
9) RESOURCE SPECIALISTS -« - |
h) SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS R
1) SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS | '
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A.18 How is your mjrk time distributed across a number of professipniI activities over the course :
, of_a typical school year? o7 . - 247

. N means NEVER - you never engage in this activity . »
’ R means RARELY - you engage in this activity 1.5 days per year
0 means OCCASIONALLY ~ you engage in this activity l-2 days per month
F means. FREQUENTLY ~ you engage in this activity 1-2 days per week -
D means. DAILY - you engage in this activity more or less daily

Please estimaté the amount of , Do you feel you' shouI& ' ’ ,,“_
time you engage in each of the be spending LESS, MORE,
following activities: : or about the SAME amount
(Circle Your Answer) ' of time on each activity
. . . - (Circle Your Answer)
1. Assist school professionals in ) L
implementing referral procedures . . . . N R 0 F D , LESS MORE SAME
2. Completeroutine forms . . ....... N R 0 F D LESS MORE .
3. Participate in the deveiom'nt : o . ‘ v
of individualized Education o
) Pl‘Ogrm ﬂEP) . w00 o . e o 0 s e e N R 0 F D. LESS PPRE
4, Assist IEP (SAT/EAS) teams and ‘ '
other personnel in preparation
for and follow-up of placement . . « . . N R a F h LESS MORE
5. Provide gngoing consultation with . : ‘ - ‘
teachers regarding new and ' /
innovative methods, approaches, | . / ,
and materials . . .0 00cov00.0¢ N R g F D 'LESS MORE /SME
6. Assist teachers and other pro- . -/ '
fesstonals in documenting v /
student pragress . » « o e o o e o v oo N R 0 FFooD ~ LESS mpe SAME -
7. Coordinate informal and formal ' : . / :
program reviews at school site . ¢ S R
i l &nd/Ol‘SESR IQVGI o s & o 0 8 0 0 0 v @ “ R 0 F D . . LESS / mRE SN"E
8. Observe resource specialists, - o ' ’

designated instruction and services i
instructors, and special class ) : o
c.'chers L] ¢« & © & @ . & " [ - L I L] N R 0 F D R i LESS mRE SME

9. Participate fnresarchinSER . ... N R O F D - LESS  MORE  SAME
. 10. Work with other school personnel ‘

in development and implementation . " , ' R
of innovative programs . . . . o « o o « N R. 0. F . .0 LESS . MORE SAME

11. Hl“lte renul‘ts I I A R T A N | R O ) F ) D ‘LESS mRE . S‘AME
12. Monitor to see that IEP's are - o o , )
: appropriate and fully implemented. . . . N R 0 F D LESS MORE. SAME

13. Assist in coordination of assess- .
ments conducted by other ' '
pfOflSSiOﬂﬂS o & o 8 o & P 4 a s s s N R 0 F D T LESS HORE SAME

14, Assist IEP team in using assess-

ment data for developing and/or :} 7 ‘ :
m0d1fy1ng IEP'S & ¢ ¢ 0o v ¢ 0 v 0 e 0 N R : 1] F D LESS MORE SAME
15, Consult with other personnel in ' I ) .

modifying regular education pro-

grams for students who are fnelf- ) ‘

gibte for special education .

SEI‘WGCS v o [N I " » o o 4 0 s 0 N - R O . F 0 LESS MORE SAME '

Y




. o e

N means NEVER - you never engage in this activity :
R means RARELY - you engage in this activity 1-5 days per year
‘0 means OCCASIONALLY - you engage in this activity l-Z2 days per month
.o £ means FREQUENTLY - you engage in this activity -2 days per week
‘ ‘ 0 means DAILY - you engage in this activity more or less daily

Pleaﬁe astimate the amount of | Do you feel you should .

time you angage in each of the be spending LESS, - MORE,
fo0l1owing activities: ar about the SAME amount

(Circle Your Answer) , of time on each activity
A . o (Circle Your Answer)

16. Coordinate use of curricular
resources required for suc- . v

17, Assist teachers and other pEo~ ,
fessionals in preparing for
-annual or requested reviews. . « « + . o N R 0 -F 0 : LESS  MORE SAME

.18, Consult with teachers, admin-
{strators, and parents regard1ng
the operational aspects of a - :
pl‘Ogl‘lﬂ nnon.ononn-nnnoo“ R 0 F 0 - LESS mRE SN‘!E

19, Design staff davalopmentv
activities based on needs

lSSlSS‘leﬂt e o o o 8 o o 0 n e o o o o & " R 0 F D R "‘i LESS mRE SAME
20. Write researchreports < . oo o .o.. N R0 F D LESS  MRE  SME
21. Assist in upgrading existing ' . '
. progrns L] 'O L] L] L] L] L] L] L] [ ] L] A d L] L] L] L] N R 0 F a D . LESS ) mE SME
22  Travel for job related activities. ... N R 0 F D LESS  MORE  SAME
23, Assist in assuring an appropriate . ‘ _
placement for each student . . . .« o« . N = R 0 F 0 LESS . MORE. SAME

24, Assist other personnel in
the selection and utilization
of appropriate assessment B o '
{nstruments and techniques . « « « + « o+ N R 0 F D LESS ~ MORE SAME

25, Assist teachers in selecting
materials and activities to
meet goals and objectives

P /\KEPS o ¢ o 0 o ¥ 0 s s 0 0 .- e o 0 “ . R ' 0 F D . LESS . MRE A SME
e - : o
26,/ Participate in the placement

of students in non-public and
state school programs and monitor
progress of these students .

ag requested « . o ae o 0 s 0 0 o0 oo N R 0 F. 0 LESS MORE SAME
27, Work with students one v '

at & t1MQ L] L] L] L] L] L) L] L] L] L ] L] L ] L] L] L] N R O F . D LESS mRE SME
28, Assist in assessing program e

gffectiveness for students « + « o o o« N R 0 F ] R LESS MORE SAME
29, Assist in development of the local : ‘

comprehensive plan o « o o o o o o 0 o o N R 0 F 0 LESS MORE SAME
30, Coordinate implementation of staff ' _ -

development activities . . . o oo o o o N R 0 F 0 LESS MORE SAME
31. Assist in development of -

, handbooks and materfals . . . ¢ o o o o N R ] F 1] LESS MORE SAME
32, Engage in telephone communication. .. & _ R 0 F D LESS  MORE  SAME
33, Honitor overall referral process . « v o N R 0 F 0 LESS MORE SAME
34. Consult with parents regarding the . A ' ,

l educational pianning process . , + o « + N R 0 F 1] LESS HORE SAME
v ‘ ) : . . :
ERIC

e | | v _ N _ N ' N “ N . . 2 8 8




N means NEVER - you never .engage in this activity » 249

R means RARELY - you engage in this activity 1-5 days per year . . .
0 means OCCASIONALLY - you engage in this activity 1-2 days per month \
F means FREQUENTLY - you engage in this activity 1-2 days per week

D means DAILY - you engage in this activity more or less daily

Please sstimate the amount of ' 0o you,fee1'you.shou1d

‘time you engage in gach of the | - | be spending LESS, MORE,
following activities: : - of about the SAME amount |
(Circie Your Answer) -1 | of time on each activity

(Circle Your Answer)

.35, 'Participate in placement
and review meetings in an - . ‘ v :
advocacy role for students ., . . . . .. N R 0 F D LESS . MORE SAME

36. Work with small groups : ' | S . v
of students . ... .00 000000 N R 0 F o . LESS MORE SAME

- 37, Assist in identifying need

, for program change . , . . . o o o o o « N R 0 F D LESS MORE SAME
38, Provide inservice on special’ ;
topics as reqmstcdf’_ e s s s s s e oo N R 0 F - D LESS MORE SAME
39, Coordinate the referrals of . ‘
' . cmun1ty lglnC‘llS R I AR Y A N ) R 0 F 0 LESS MORE - SAME »
40. Coordinate instructional ' ‘ v -
program between the home and : _ : ‘
schml (] L 4 L] L] . Ol L] L] » . L] R . L] (] o N - R 0 F u LESS mRE N SME

* A9 How do you divide your professional time between the major areas of activity in your work. FOR EACH
AREA OF ACTIVITY LISTED BELOW, WRITE AN ESTIMATE OF TH E OF TIME OVER THE COURSE OF A .-
TYPICAL SCHOOL YEAR THAT YOU DEVOTE TO THE AREA. PLEASE BE SURE THAT YOUR L i
ESTIMATES S0M 10 100% '

Check (_X_) the time of year when
activities in each area are heaviest.

TIME ESTIMATE FALL WINTER SPRING  SUMMER

n

&.Referl‘&].....-.....-.....‘

D, ASSESSMENt & o o o « o o « s o 5 o 5 6o

" ¢. Instructional Planning . . ¢ o o ¢ o o o

d.P]&Cﬁﬂﬁﬂto.-...o..-..o...

| ‘ e. Instructionm. . « o o o v oo v 0 v v o

f, Student Review . . « v v ¢ o v o ¢ o &

g' :Rragrm Rev“eﬂ * ¥ L] L " L] *® o o 0 0

LLLLLLLELL

h., Staff Development/Inservice, . . . . .

'i. ResaafCh."...-b....._..-..A.

o

J. Program Development/Innovation . . . .

< - ‘ ' -
’ k‘ Oth . . [} (] ‘ .
ej-r(snecﬁ’y) ' ‘ e -




A,20

A.2L

A22

" a) ODESIGNATED INSTRUCTION AND

, - ' L 250
Do you feel that .your roie and responsibilities as a program specialist are distinctly .
different from, overlap with, or are identical with the roles of other personnel? To

What extent do you think your role and responsibilities conflict ‘with the roles of
other personnel? < o ‘ - v

S DIFFERENT means you have distinctly different’ © NO means ' you have no
# OVERLAP roles andiresgons}b111t}es ] SOMEJ conf;ict.
! » means you have overlapping role and means you have some
, . responsibilities ) conflict
IDENTICAL means you have identical role and MUCH means you have much
Y : ~ responsibilities L ' -~ conflict ,
DK means Don't Know A v - EXTREME means you have extreme
L conflict
ROLE RELATIONSHIPS : DEGREE-OF ROLE CONFLICT .
{Circle your answer for (Circle your answer for
yourself as a Program .1 yourself as a Program

-Speciatist) . . .1 Specialist)

SERVICES INSTRUCTORS DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK  NO SOME MUCH EXTREME
b) PRINCIPALS/VICE PRINCIPALS  DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL OK * MO SOME MUCH EXTREME
-¢) RESOURCE SPECIALISTS DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL OK MO SOME MUCH EXTREME
d) ‘REGULAR CLASS TEACHERS DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK HO SOME MUCH EXTREME
" e) OTHER PROGRAM SPECIALISTS  DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL K. MO SOME MUCH EXTREME
f) SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS ' DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK NO SOME MICH EXTREME
' g) SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK MO SOME MUCH EXTREME
h)  SPECIAL EDUCATION  ° W e

ADMINISTRATORS DIFFERENT OVERLAP 'IDENTICAL OK MO SOME MUCH EXTREME

é

-

How satisfied are you with your work as a program specialist? (Circle Number) |
1. NOT SATISFIED .

2. SOMEWHAT SATISFIED :
3. QUITE SATISFIED

" 4. EXTREMELY SATISFIED

To what exteht do -any of_thc following problems prevent you from fully carrying out your
Job requirements? - L e - ] ,

NOT . means it is not a problem
SLIGHT means it is 3 slight problem
MODERATE means {t is a moderate problem
EXATREME means it is an extreme problem

DEGREE OF PROBLEM
1 . (Circle Your Answer)

1, ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS AT THE RLA LEVEL - 'NOT  SLIGHT  MODERATE: EXTREME
2. ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL NOT  SLIGHT  MODERATE = EXTREME

3. LACK OF AUTHORITY TO CARRY OUT OUTIES  NOT GLIGHT MODERATE EXTREME

4. UACK OF TIME A NOT  CLIGHT ~MODERATE  EXTREME

5. LACK OF SUPPORT FROM OTHERS NOT  SLIGHT MODERATE EXTREME
6. CASELOAD TOO LARGE - WOT  SLIGHT MODERATE  EXTREME
7. LAGK OF TRAINING IN SPECIFIC AREAS™ *  NOT GLIGHT MODERATE GXTREME
8. OMHER__ 07 0T SLIGHT MODERATE  EXTREME

Toecify) — i 27”
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. 4 g A

A,23° How effective, in general, do you think you are as a prcgram vacm@ in providing o
needed servica; to each of the follewing? T .

s -

: NOT means you are not affective
SOMEWHAT means you are Somewhat effective
QUITE means you are guite effective
EXTREMELY means you are extremely effective = °

b

Degree of Effect1veness
{Circle your answer)

a) DESIGNATED INSTRUCTION _ .
AND SERVICES + o o o o o o NOT ' SOMEWMAT QUITE  EXTREMELY
B) HANDICAPPED STUDENTS . . . MOT  SOMEUAT GUITE  EXTREMELY

©G) PARENTS. . .. v s s oo . MOT  SOMEWHAT ~QUITE EXTREMELY

d) PRINCIPALS/VICE | o
L PRINCIPALS . . . . NOT  SOMEWHAT QUITE  EXTREMELY

‘@) OTHER PROGRAM :
SPECIALISTS- o oo NOT  SOMEWHAT QUITE/

Jﬂi//REGULAR CLASS
TEACH

EXTREMELY

HERS o . . « . NOT  SOMEWHAT QUITE  EXTREMELY
g) RESOURCE SPECIALISTS. . . (NOT  SOMEWHAT QUITE  EXTREMELY
" h) SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS . . . NOT  SOMEWHAT QUITE  EXTREMELY

1) SPECIAL (CLASS .
TEACHERS . . . . . NOT  SOMEWHAT QUITE EXTREMELY

A.26 - Are there any changes you would 11k¢ ta ses in the definition of the role and respons1b111t1es
‘of the program spccial1st2 (c1rc1¢ Nunbcr) v

BT o
2 _YES ve e Plcisl‘dgscr1be the changes you‘wbbld'11ke-to'se¢;

"

Thank you very much for completing Part A,

PARTS B AND C ARE A LOT SHORTER AND SHOULD TAKE NO MORE
THAN ABOUT 10-15 MINUTES MORE OF YOUR TIME -

: | (271




| ART B. ' THESE QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT YOUR TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE. - : L W
- . L R “

' List 311 position(s) you held as a professional educator prior to the one you have now. Co J‘
|

WA ‘
| ' Also indicate the number of years in each position. : . o N ;
~ POSITION OR JOB TITLE (MOST RECENT FIRST) NUMBER OF YEARS IN POSITION - R
2 - What type(s) of credential(s) do you hold? (List credential(s), ahd whethér it is
1ife or temporary.) , _ , '
. r
oo ,
1., TEACHING . o ‘
) CREDENTIAL(S). LIFE TEMPORARY
. | LIFE______ TEMPORARY
2. SPECIALIST . . ot
- CREDENTIAL(S) , LIFE TEMPORARY
' ’ LIFE TEMPORARY o
3. ADMINISTRATIVE = o : S - |
CREDENTIAL(S) i ' - LIFE. ___TEMPORARY _ ‘ . . 1‘
| ' LIFE . TEMPORARY ' ’ |
4, OTHER , ﬁ
CREDENTIAL(S) OR S
AUTHORIZATION(S) : LIFE . TEMPORARY
LIFE . TEMPORARY,

.3 Ari you now enralled or have you completed a graduate degree or other special certification program
besides your credentials? (Circle number and describe) '

1. WASTER'S DEGREE (specify area)
2 DOCTORAL DEGREE (specify area)
'3, OTHER CERTIFICATION (specify) .

4 How familiar are you with the following laws related to special educipiou?

" Tegree of Familiarity
(Circle your answer)

a) PUBLIC LAW 94 142

(Federal law: The Education NOT SOMEWHAT  JERY
for A1} Handicapped Children Act). . . FAMILIAR /  FAMILIAR FAMILIAR
b)  01d California Master Plan © NOT COMEWHAT VERY B
for Special Education (AB-1250).-. . . FAMILIAR ‘ FAMILIAR FAMILIAR o
¢}, New California Master Plan NOT COMEWHAT VERY
for Special Education (SB-1870). . . . FAMILIAR FAMILIAR FAMILIAR




8.5 Do you have any for‘mal training and/or jon-related experunce in each ef the fol'lowinq dreas? .
. Als0, how ‘skilled would you say you are in these areas? FOR EACH AREA BELOW, INDICATE IN
oo COLUMN A WHETHER OR NOT YOU HAVE HAD ANY FORMAL TRAINING IN THAT AREA; IN COLUMN B WHETHER OR -

.~ .. NOT-YOU HAVE HAD ANY JOB-RELATED EXPERIENCE. IN THAT AREA, AND N COLUMN c THE DEGREE OF A SKILL
o ©YOU FEEL oy GURRENTLY HAVE IN THAT AREA.

' L e Formal | doberetates || . Degree of skill
o : training sxperience © (Circle answer)
J (cm:ls answer) (Circle answer) _
a) Screening students for ‘ : ‘ ’ NOT - ' SOMEWHAT VERY
special educat'lon. e« v e+ o YES MO -, YES NO SKILLED ' - SKILLED: SKILLEE)'l
'b) Processing referrals of : b -
students for special : ‘ NOT SOMEWHAT VERY
educat‘lon. e s o 00 eee s YES NO YES NO SKILLED SKILLED _ o RILLED
] Using tests for assess- 5 ,
ing the educational needs
of 'special education NOT SOMEWHAT . - VERY
studlcﬂts I R I YES NO YES NO SKILLED GKILLED- . SKILLED
Y. d) Using tests for assessing R '
. social neads of special NOT SOMEWHAT YERY

education students . « . . . « YES N YES™ NO " SKILLED SKILLED - SKILLED

*

e) Using observations foc ' o : :
assessing the needs of . NOT SOMEWHAT VERY

special education students . . YES NO YES NO SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
) Oaveloping tests for ' :
: assessing the needs of NOT SOMEWHAT VERY
special education students « « YES NO - YES NO ~ SKILLED SKILLED . SKILLED
g9) DOeveloping Individual - ; .
- Education Programs (IEP) f et ke
" ..for special education NOT SOMEWHAT VERY
students « « « ¢« o 0 s o 0o o YES NO YES MO SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
h) Using the IEP for NOT - SOMEWHAT VERY
1nstructioml purposes . . . . YES NO YES NO SKILLED SKILLED -SKILLED
1) Instructing special . ' o o
* educaticn students in . - NOT - SOMEWHAT " VERY
academic AredS « o o o o o« + YES 'NO YES N0 - SKILLED - SKILLED SKILLED -
3 “ocu‘lly integrating
special education stu~ : NOT SOMEWHAT VERY
dents in the classroom . . . . YES " NO, YES NO SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
. <
k) Toordinating resources and
services for special’ NOT SOMEWHAT VERY

education students . . . . . . YES NO < YES., NO SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED

1) Working with other e¢duca-
tidnal personnel in pro-
viding services to special , NOT SOMEWHAT VERY
" education students . . . . . . YES MO YES NG SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED

mj Gommunicating with parents
of special education o
students far whom you . NOT COMEWHAT - VERY

are responsible. . . . . . . o YES MO YES WO SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
n) Ysing cbservation teche C :
‘ Q niques for assessing o ‘ NOT SOMEWHAT VERY
ERIC .teacher effactiveness. . .. . YES NO YES NO SKILLED SKILLED SRILLED

&S
~J
F Qo
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l 8,6 wWhat inservice experience related to yom" work with handicapped children have you had during the last

year? How would you rate the overall usefulness of that inservice? {List topics of each inservice
in Column A, and indicate usefulness of each ‘4nservice in Column 8,)

A
: . . VERY means inservice was very useful
’ . SOMEWHAT means inservice was somewhat useful
NOT means ~inservice was not useful -
A . - ‘ , - 3_
' | INSERVICE . , ’
x ' (List topic) . ' USEFULNESS OF . INSERVICE
_ : : (Circle your ‘answer)
©VERY SOMEWHAT NOT
VERY - SOMEWHAT NOT
YERY SOMEWHAT - o - NOT
VERY SOMEWHAT Kot
~ VERY SOMEWHAT )
VERY - SOMEWHAT- NOT

8,7 What has best prepared you to perform your current Job? (Circle all answers that apply)

1. INSERVICE/WORKSHOPS
2. CONVENTIONS
JOURNALS
. FORMAL COURSEWORK .
5. INFORMAL PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES
‘6, OTHER ‘ S
Tspecify)

8.8 Do yau think there should be a Program Speciatist credential? (Circle Number)
1. ¥ _ - ' _
2. Y65 | : : | »

3 what training and experiences would you recommend for such a credential?




© PART G, THESE QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT YOU  (Circle umber For Each Ttem) . - |
el omE LT SN ¥ T ETHNICITY'\(Dpt'ional) ot
L _-zs oR YOUNGER L . Lo MME o L. AMERICAN INDIAN OR ALASKAN NATIVE .
' 2 .26 TO 35 T © 2. FEMALE. - IR 2. ASIAN OR PACIFIC iSLANDER
3 %taes o | 3. FHLIPIO | .
4. 46 TO 5 - . o ' oL 4. BLACK, NOT OF -HISPANIC ORIGIN '
5.5 R OLER - R 5. HISPANIC . .
- : " 6. WHITE, NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN
[C.4  ARE YOU BILINGUAL? (Circle number) - | T
. 2‘.';-YES( ey ;Hha‘ anguages? N ’ ’
! AGC.S' Is there anthng else you would Tike to teH us ;bout prognau spec1al1sts and resource Spec'ialists
. or about the quest1onna1re? If so, please use this space for that purpose. 6 e g
! [\Y = ) ‘
i"': ! . 9
{ - :
| : | . ;
o "l 0 rd ) ) ‘ B
| Your contr1but1on to this effort {s very greatly appreciated. 1f you would H}y@mary of results, I
.please print your name and address on the back of the return snvelope (not nn ‘this questionnawe) o

. Ne will see that ygu get it. THANK YOU. _ / ‘. e
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B ~ APPENDIX D. QUESTIONNAIRES - T S

- COUNTY DISTRICT SCHOOL CODE ’ RN o
RESPONDENT CODE

T RESOURcs'spEcIALISI QUESTIONNAIRE
. Ca11forn1a State Department of Educat1on ‘ '
Study of Role: Delineation-of Program Specialists

and Resource Specialists under the - -
California Master Rlan for Special Education,

Jaa

F;li,'lgao.

o . - - n.Return w1th1n two weeks to. o ‘
AN .. . =7 Resource and: Program Specialist Study
/ff§ ' -~ _Graduate School of Education =

, “University of California, Santa Barbara,

.. = .- santa Barbara, Ca11forn1a 93106

o e (805) 961 4151 .

U - L 2 L o
AT T 76 . o . -
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. , R

© GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION . -
. S T e e

. This questionnaire is .to be-~completed;by resource.
specialists., Please answer all questions as accurately as

~ possible. - If you find a question that you cannot.answeﬁ,ang:':'
. there is no *Don't know" category, please record a "NA" (Not - -

© . Applicable) beside the -question. Feel free to write in any
pertinent information.’ o - i L

~ "Most questions have ‘either numbers fér you to circle or
lines where. .an answer is to be written, We estimate that it
should take about 45 minutes to complete the form. We recognize
that this is a long questionnaire but we are trying to get a .
‘comprehensive description_ofjthe,work»and.training;of program and’.
. resource specialists., - - =~ : I :

* please complete and return the questionnaire within two -
weeks. You may return the completed form in the postage paid

envelope provided. . If you have any questioﬁ5°please3ca11."

'1_ collect either Ruth Peck atf(805)-961-4452.or;ﬁauriqe~8alTard at
78057 961-4151, . oo o

",_,fhaﬁkfyou}_ We appreciate your°pa};icip§£i06; ;f

P

" PLEASE BEGIN WITH THE QUESTIONS IN PART A. 'THESE QUESTIONS
~ SHOULD_ TAKE ABOUT 30 MINUTES TO COMPLETE. .~ .
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- PART A. THE.QUESTIONS TN THIS SECTION ARE ABOUT-YOUR WORK AS A RESOURCE SPECIALIST .

o AL What is your present job title?

SNt
s
i

A2 How long have you held this position in this district or county?- " ' S . . .
- , YEARS . . N A - .
A.3°  What is the title of your current supervisor? ' - s

TCist Title)

" A4 How mmyinstrui:‘tional aides do you have (Circlc Number)

L N ‘ © 4. THREE -,
o2 e . 5. FOUR OR MORE
° 3‘ m . . -
A‘.‘SA How many districts do'"you, serve? : A.b Iﬁ how ;nany s;ht':ols do-yo,u wbrk?
' ____oistRIcTs | ' _scwooLs
. : A _ , o 7
A.7 Where is your primary worksite . ~A.8 What grade level(s) do you currently
: located? -(Circle Number) . ‘ : serve? (Circle All Numbers That Apply)
1. REGULAR CLASSROM . 1. PRescHoOL I
| 2 SPECIAL ROOM IN A SCHOOL BUILDING: * 2. PRIMARY (K-3). ’
3. DISTRICT ORCOUNTY OFFICE # S 3 EENTRY (6) )
< s, omER.__ 4. MIDDLE (7-8/9) .
_ (Specity) 2 SEcouomv (9 no-ia)
* 6. UNGRADED -
‘ S . OTHER o
| S T
o 'A.9 How many miles per wégk on the average do you travel to cdvef-&&hr geographic
R area of responsibility? (Write Average Number Of Miles) - . T :
B " s : (R : 3
AL0 - How many hours do you work a$ a resource specialist durilng.‘av'tymcal week?
_pouRs o |
A1l ‘vwhat‘ non-ihétrut:t‘lonal 'dutieg do you have? (Circle Al Numbers That App1y') V ' . L. . '
1L OMONE . 4 SCHOOL SITE COUNCIL - o
2. PLAYGROUND SUPERVISION © 5. OISTRICT COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS
3. BUS/UNCH SUPERVISION -~ 6. SUILDING COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS.

K

7. OTHER__

(Specity)




,A;l,z} what type of salary schedu'le are you under? R A.13’ what is your current sa1 ary. range?
- .(Circle Nunber) i ) e (C1rc1e Nunber) o
1, TeacHe © 0L 1. UNDER 510,000 PER vEm
2. ADMINISTRATIVE . ' - S 2, '$10,000 - $14,999 PER YEAR
3. OTHER_ . . » 7 7.7 3. $15,000 - $19,999 PER YEAR
- T Specify) ) SRR ' :

© 4, 520,000 - $24,999 PERYEAR
5. $25,000 - $30,000 PER YEAR
6. OVER sao,ooo_Psn YEAR

A.l4  In your. work how frequently do. you encounter non-EngHsh speaking or Hmited English
speaking handicapped students? (Circle Nunber)

‘1. NEYER - : o (If ‘you do encounter non-EngHsh or
: 1imited English speaking students,

3. FREQUENTLY . |
4. MORE OR LESS DAILY ¥

" 2. OCCASIONALLY A whet Yanguage(s) . do they speak?) « l ‘
|
|

A'.iS How mucn respons1b1‘l1ty do you have as & resource spechHst for the overall mneguoent
of a student’'s case (from referral through phce-ent and review of progress) -
(Ch'cle Number)

1. N RESPONSIBILITY
2. SOHE RESPONSIBILI-TY
3. MAJOR RESPONSIBILITY

4. FULL Rsspousmmw

A16 . Mhat is the averlge nulber of sessions ‘ ' A.17 um is the everage ‘length of time
L par week that you have with each. ‘ . , ~ spent-with a handicapped student
. handicapped student you work with? S g during each session?
. ___(c1rc1e Nunber) T < - (Circle Number)
LU Lsssnwmmuurss
S T o 2. 16.- 30 MINUTES |
PO 3. 31 - 45 MINUTES
4, 4, T 4, 46 - 60 MINUTES
5. 5 OR MORE | o 5. OVER 60 MINUTES
: . s . N . . r‘e

( A,18 . What is the average nunberlof speciel‘ education students assigned to you each month
during the year (i.e., caseload)? (Write Number)

STUDENTS S - N

©

A.19 What was the largest number of‘ students assigned to you in a given month’during
~ the 1979/80 school year? What was the smallest number assigned? ;
(Write Number) I R

v

LARGEST NUMBER OF STUDENTS ASSIGNED IN A MONTH
SMALLEST NUMBER or,sruoeurs'AsStsnso 3] AaHONTH

n

A.20 'whet was the approximate total nui}ber of speci al education students assigned to you
during the entire 1979/80 school year? (Include students who moved away or transferred
to other programs.) (Write Number) , ,

tKC _ _STUDENTS o S
R Ry




a)

b)
”

d)
e)
f)
g)
)

Y
k)
1)

a)

b)
¢)
d)
o
f)
)
h)
1)

‘A.22  How many of each of t
' typical week?

Yo

OESIGNATED INSTRUCTION AND
SERVICES INSTRUCTORS

HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

_PARENTS

PRINCIPALS/VICE PRINCIPALS
PROGRAM SPECIALISTS
REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHERS
OTHER RESOURCE SPECIALISTS
SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS
SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS

means

260 -

' A,Zl What is: the»'ffl.'_'te,quency of your profess%dnal éohta.;:"t:.;-"\ﬁ_'c,h‘ other’ 'individu'al.s 'm work situ'ations? :

YNEVEVR - you have;nd contact whatsoever.

H
o,
&*

.
¢

N _
+ R means RARELY ~ you havé contact 1-5 times per year )
0 means OCCASIONALLY - you have contact 1-2: times per month '
' F means FREQUENTLY - you have contact 1-2 times per week
' D means DAILY - you have more or less daily contact - -
Please indicate the fréqﬁency | Do you feel that you should be
of contact with each type of spending LESS, MORE, .or about
.parson listed below: - | the SAME amount of time with
(Circle Your Answer) each type of individual?
. . A . _ . ] (Circle Your Answer)
COORDINATORS OF NON SPECIAL .. -  © . R
EDUCATION PROGRAMS . . .....N R O _F 0" LESS  MORE  SAME
COMMUNITY Afsucxss «.ee...N R O Foo - LESS ~ MORE SAME
DESIGNATED INSTRUCTION ' o o e
AND SERVICES INSTRUCTORS. . ...N R O F D LESS MORE  SAME
"HANDICAPPED STUDENTS . .....N R 0 F D LESS - MORE  -SAME
PARENTS . . o o o e e e+s...N R O F D LESS - MORE “ SAME
PRINCIPALS/VICE ?nmcxfu-.s #we..N R O F D LESS . MORE  SAME
PROGRAM SPECIALISTS .\ . .l...N R O F D LESS  MORE  SAME
REGULAR CLASS TEACHERS .%J.-s « N. &R O F D LESS ~ MRE  SAME
OTHER' RESOURCE SPECIALISTS. . . . N R0 F D LESS MORE  SAME
SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS « .. ...% RO F D LESS - MORE ~ SAME
SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS. . ... .N R 30 F. D LESS  MORE - SAME
SPECTAL EDUCATION _ L, , s
AOMINISTRATORS .+ o 4+ o o . .« N R .- Q F D - LESS ‘MORE ~ "SAME -

e

N A
\
™ ) 1

he following people do you haveﬁpﬁ‘ofgsiohal coﬁtéct with doring a

- a

i

" Number of People
(Write Number)

280




Lo - ‘ /‘Vv . ‘ . . ) A . va' o ' . -
'A,23  How IS your work time distributed across a number of professional activities over the course
of a typical school year? . o ) :

v . N means NEVER - you never engage in this activity
' R means RARELY - you engage in this act{vity l-5 days per year
0 means OCCASIONALLY - you engage in this activity 1-2 days per month
" F means FREQUENTLY - you engage in this activity 1-2 days per week
0 means DAILY.- you engage in this more or less daily '
.. 2 : . :

Please estimate the amount of Do you feel you should

time you engiage in each of the | - | be spending LESS, MORE,
‘following activities: . or about the SAME. amount

(Circle YOUR ANSWER) C of time on each activity
o - I I (Circle Your Answer)

g ’
Yooy
N/

1. Initiate referral process : :
for specific students. . . . ¢« « . .. +» N R- 0 F 0. LESS - MORE SAME
2. Assist in interpretation and . . , )
utilization of student assess-. ) . : B,
" ment f‘lﬂd1ﬂg$. O L L R A L N R 0 F D . LESS . MRE SME

'3, Assist teachers in selecting instruc- _
tional methods and materials to meet : . : ’ ,
goals and objectives of IEP. . ., ... . N R .0 F D LESS MORE SAME

4, Participate with IEP team in , _
making placement recommendations : : i v : o
for handicapped students . . . . . . . . N R 0 F 0 LESS MORE SAME

5. Coordinite implementation of ,
- special education services for : ’ ’
‘handicapped students « « ¢« o o o o o0 o N R "0 F D - LESS MORE SAME

pe3

6. Assess student ‘progress on a- ; }
' regular basis and revise IEPs : . _
as-appropriate . . . .o s o 000 M R 0 ' F 0 LESS MORE SAME

7. Provide resource information and
mater{als regarding handicapped

students to regular.staff members. . '. . N >R 0 F D ' LESS MORE =~ SAME
8. Supervise instruction by Resource o ' :
) Specialist afde(s) « o ¢ o o o ¢« e o o o« N R 0 F 0o LESS MORE = SAME
9. Complete forms and write reports . .. . N R O0- F D LESS  MORE  SAME
10. Refer specfal educaﬁon’students who : ' .

do not indicate appropriate progress . X ’

to the local IEP team. . I I N R 0 F 0 LESS MORE SAME
11. Conduct formal and/cr informal ' '

assessments of students. « « o ¢ o o o o N R "0 F D : LESS . MORE . SAME

12, Coordinate the development of i
Individualized Education Programs ‘ . ' .
(1EPs) for handicapped students. .. .. N - R 0 F 0 " LESS MORE SAME

13. Consult with parents regarding thé : ,
‘ educational planning process . . . . . . N R 0 F D LESS MORE SAME

14, Provide direct instruction to _
students whose needs have been v ‘
identified in a written IEP and '
who are assigned to a regular o 4
classrcom teacher for a majority . :
of the school day. « o o ¢ ¢ o o 0 0 o ¢ N R 0 F D LESS MORE SAME

15. Monitor progress of students who A
are no longer in the Resource N : . ‘
Specfalist Program ¢ o o o ¢ 0 o o 0 o o N R .0 F D : LESS MORE SAME
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. : N means NEVER you never engage in this activity o .
o A N S R means RARELY - you engage in this activity 1-5 days per year I
' K S * O means QCCASIONALLY - you engage in this activity 1-2 days per month -
F means FREQUENTLY. - you éngage in- this activity 1+2 days per week
- ‘ D means DAILY - you engage in this activity more or less daily
. -1 Please estimate the amount of Do you feel you should
I oy : - time you engage in each of the be spending LESS, MORE,.
L o following activities: or about the SAME amount
, o - (Circle Your Answer) of time on each activity ?
| . , (Circle Your Answer)
16, Assist Program Specialists in
. developing and implementing o
innovative special education - .
DPOQ’F&BS . ‘o ¢ ¢ & s 8 ® 0 8 8.¢ 8 8 N . R 0 F D LESS mRE SAME

. ( _
17. Travel for job related activities . . . X R 0 F 0 LESS . MORE SAME

18. Participate in hlacemcnt and -
review meetings in an adyocacy

role for students . .......... N R0 £ 0 LESS ~ MORE  SAME
19. Receive and screen referrals made ‘ \ .
by other school persomnel . ... ... N R Q F o . LESS MORE SAME

. 20, Assist parents in understanding ' .
assessment procedures . . . . 0 . o . o N R 0 F 0 LESS - MORE SAME

21. Consult with teachers in the
application of classroom : . .
management techniques . ... ... .. N R 0 F 0 LESS "MORE. SAME

22. Assist other professionals in
upgrading existing special

education programs . . . . ... . eee o N R 0 F 0 LESS MORE SAME
23, Work with handicapped students ' -
oneat atime.,..... «.0.0.. N R 0 F 0 LESS MORE - SAME
2., Engage in telephone comunication . . . N R 0 F (] ~ LESS MORE SAME '

25,(_Participite in meetings not directly
"~ related to classroom , v ‘ , .
f‘eSpOﬂSﬂH 11t1¢$ e ¥ 00 0 o o 0 c‘ T “ . R D F D ’ . LESS mRE SmE

26. Coordinate and monitor referral - o
procedures for- specific students. o R . .
- at'school ¢ite . . . . . . e e e e N R. 0 F 0 LESS MORE  SAME '

27. Work with small groups of - . o .
handicapped students . . . . . .+ . > N R 0 F 0. LESS MORE SAME

28. Consult with régular c¢lassroom
teachers in the identiffcation: : .
and assessment of learning and
behavioral patterns of handi-

 capped students . . ... ....... N R 0 F D LESS  MORE SAME
29. Assist in coordination of IEP ' . | :
m"tl‘ ﬂgs . L] . L] . L] [ ] . L] L L] L] L] L] * N P R 0 F D LESS M mRE SAME .
30. Conduct review meetings in accor- . ) '
,dance with legal regquirements . .. . . N R 0 F 0 LESS 'MORE SAME
31, Assist teachers in methads to -
enhance social and emotional : ' g e o,
development of handicapped } ) : A
students within the regular classroom. . N R 0 F o LESS  MORE SAME
32,  Secure parental consent to conduct L
ASSESSMENLS . o o o0 b o s 0000 NOCR 0 F D LESS MORE SAME
33, Coordinate implementation of : . '
‘activities of Resource Specialist ' .
... Program with reqular classroom ‘ ‘ A ~
\)4 GUPHCU]UM ¥ o o ¥ 0 c l 0 0 0 0 0 qu N! R 0 ’ F 0 LESS MORE SAME

EKC o | '; o | N o u‘, i




. 3‘.

35.

36.

7.

38.

‘o.

A24  How do you divide.
~ AREA OF ACTIVITY LISTED BELOW,

. TYPICAL SQ% Ygeg THAT YOU DEVOTE TO THE AREA.

2]

N means NEVER - you never eéngage in this activity

R means RARELY - you engage in this activity 1-5 days per year

‘0 means OCCASIONALLY - you engage in this activity

F means -FREQUENTLY =

0 means DAILY - you engage

Consult with teachers in the
utilization of evaluation data

for modification of instruction
iﬂdcurﬂcu‘m. ¢ o 0 ¢ 8 o e & o @

Provide parents with basic under-
standing of remedial methods and
techniques for theirchild . . . . .

Coordinate assessment procedures . .

Counsel parents related to their
child's ahilities, including -
strengths and weaknesses . . . . « .

[T

Coordinate jnservice workshops

~on a variety of topics . « o ¢ o+
39.-

Provide parents with 1ﬁfnrmation "

‘as to effective utilization of

community resourceS, « « « o s« o o o

Consult in the development of pre-
vocational and/or vocational plans

for handicapped students « . « « o o+

- B

b.

Ge

f.

9.

h,

K,
Referral o« o« ¢ o o o v a0 oo
Assessmant . o . ¢ s o 0 0 0 e
Instructional Planning . . . .
Placement. « « + « o « o o o
Instruction, « « o o v o o u
Shudent Review + « o o v v o
Staf? Bevelopment/rng;rvice. .

Program Oevelopment/Innovation

you engage in this activityl
in this activity more or less daily

1-2 days per mo
-2 days per week

263

nth

ther
(specity] -

Please astimate the amount of
1 time you engage in each of the
following activities: -
(Circle Your Answer).

TOTAL:

- - B |
o o

-]
o

xR
o

-]
(=]

your professional time between the
WRITE AN ESTIMATE

i

TIME ESTIMATE

n

B

ar

|

N

160%

28

s

t

major ar
e AElEniE e of

1
(PLEASE BE SURE THAT YOUR LI

9 ‘

| 0a you Feel you should
" be spending LESS, MORE,

| of about the SAME amount
- of time on each activity
(Circle Your Answer)

LESS

LESS
LESS

LESS

LESS

LESS

LESS

TIME

.-

MORE

- MORE

MORE

. MORE

MORE

area are

FALL  WINTER  SPRING

SAME

SAME

SAME

P

of activity in your work. FOR EACH
PERCENTAGE

“Check (X ) the time of year when .
activitTes in each o
~he§v1¢st.

SUMMER

mare————
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Do you feel that your role and responsibilities as a resource specialist are distinctly .

© diffprent from, overlap with, or are identical with the roles of other personnel? To

wnat extant do you think your role and responsibilities conflict with the roles of:

" other pérsonnel?

DIFFERENT means you have distinctly different NO means you have no
- roles and responsibilities Co conflict
OVERLAP means you have overlapping role and ‘SOME means you have some

: - . responsibilities ‘ : , conflict
IDENTICAL means you have identical role:and MUCH means you have much
' . responsibilities o Co " conflict -
DKk means Don't Know : oo EXTREME means . you have extreme
: : : R conflict
ROLE ‘RELATIONSHIPS -1. | oeaReE oF ROLE CONFLICT
(Circle your answer for (Circle your answer for

yourself as a Resource . ?urself as a Resource

Specialist) : specialist) '

a) DESIGNATED INSTRUCTION AND o s L .

SERVICES. INSTRUCTORS DIFFERENT - OVERLAP '.IDENTICAL 0K NO SOME MUCH. EXTREME
b) PRINCIPALS/VICE PRINCIPALS  OIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK MO SOME MUCH EXTREME
) PROGRAM SPECIALISTS ~ DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK™ NO SOME MUCH EXTREME
d) REGULAR CLASS TEACHERS DIFFERENT OQVERLAP IDENTICAL X NO SOME MUCH EXTREME
e) OTHER RESOURCE SPECIALISTS  OIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK . MO SOME MICH EXTRZME
f) SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK NO SOME MICH EXTREME
g) - SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK.  NO SOME MICH EXTREME
. )
h) SPECIAL EDUCATION ot | .
“ " ADMINISTRATORS g OIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL OK NO SOME MUCH EXTREME

How satisfied are you with your work as a resource Qpecialist? (Circle Number)
1.. NOT SATISFIED A ' _

2. SOMEWHAT SATISFIED , o '

3. QUITE SATISFIED o o

4. EXTREMELY SATISFIED

Jo what extent do iny of the following problems prévent you from fully carrying out your

"~ Job yequirmnts? _ .

NOT means it is not a problem

" SLIGHT means 1t is 2 slight problem
- _ MODERATE means it is a moderate problem

EXTREME means it is an extreme problem

DEGREE OF PROBLEM
(Circle Your Answer)

1. ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS AT THE RLA LEVEL NOT SLIGHT MODERATE EXTREME

2. ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL  HOT ' SLIGHT MODERATE  EXTREME

3. LACK OF AUTHORITY TO CARRY OUT DUTIES NOT SLIGHT MODERATE  EXTREME

4. LACK OF TIME - NOT SLIGHT MODERATE EXTREME
5. LACK OF SUPPORT FROM OTHERS . NOT SLIGHT MODERATE  EXTREME

§. CASELOAD T0O LARGE | . NOT  SLIGHT MODERATE  EXTREME

7. LACK OF TRAINING IN SPECIFIC AREAS NOT SLIGHT MODERATE EXTREME

8. OTHER | B SLIGHT MODERATE  EXTREME '

TSpecity). 1

-




A.29

-

0T

" SOMEWHAT
UITE

. - .qQul
A EXTREMELY

- needed services to each of the following?

[

How effective, in genei'a'l,, do you think you-are as a resouri;'e_sp_ecialist invpro:vi'd'lngj

means you are not effective _
means  you are somewhat effactive

means. you are gui
means ‘'you are exi

ite effective .
tremely effective

265

.
Y

. a) 'DESIGNATED INSTRUCTION
- AND SERVICES [ ] . . . . . .

b) HANDICAPPED STUDENTS . . .
C) PARENTS- l'llll:‘.,.

© d) PRINCIPALS/VICE
. PRINCIPALS . . . .

e) PROGRAM SPECIALISTS. . . «

f) REGULAR CLASS
TEACHERS « « « « &

" g) OTHER RESOURCE .
C SPECIALISTS. . . .

h) . SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS . . .

1) SPECIAL CLASS .
TEACHERS + « « .« &

Are there any changes you would 1ike

1. NO =

°

NOT

NOT
NOT

NOT
NOT

NOT

NOT
NOT

NOT

Degree of Effect*lveness .
" (Circle your answer) S

°

SOMEWHAT

SOMEWHAT..

SOMEWHAT

SOMEWHAT
 SOMEWHAT

SOMEWHAT
SOMEWHAT
SOMEWHAT

SOMEWHAT

QUITE
QITE
QITE

e
QJITE '

WITE

QUITE
QUITE

- uTE

EXTREMELY

EXTREMELY

_EXTREMELY

EXTREMELY
EXTREMELY

EXTREMELY

EXTREMELY
EXTREMELY

EXTREMELY

to see in the definition of the role and responsibilities
‘of the resource specialist? (Circle Number § , o o

2, Y85 ... .. Please describe the changes you would 'er to see, }

Thank you very much for completing Part A.

PARTS 8 AND C ARE A LOT SHORTER AND SHOULD TAKE NO MORE
THAN ABOUT 10-15 MINUTES MORE OF YOUR TIME
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PART 8. THESE QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT YOUR TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE. o S :

8,3 - List 21] position{s) you held as a professional educator prior to the one you have now.
Also indicate the number of years in each positicn. _ ‘ N

» ~ POSITION OR JOB TITLE (MOST RECENT FIRST) NUMBER OF YEARS IN -POSITION
. 5 . . . . ) . . DA

RN

8.2 what type(s) of credential(s) do you hold? (List credentiil(s). and whether it s
1ife or temporary.) :

1. TEACHING _ . ' '
CREDENTIAL(S) _ LIFE TEMPORARY __ -
. ' o _LIFE_ TEMPORMRY____
' 2. SPECIALIST - : > o
CREDENTIAL(S) ‘ - LIFE TEMPORARY
| . . LIFE______ TEMPORARY .
: 3. ADMINISTRATIVE ; .
" CREDENTIAL(S) _LIFE TEMPORARY,
LIFE TEMPORARY -
* 4, OTHER ' , - , Co
. CREDENTIAL(S) OR '
AUTHORI ZATION(S) C . - LIFE TEMPORMRY___
LIFE TEMPORARY, -

a
«

-

8.3 Are you now enrolled or have you completed a graduate dbgr« or other special ertification program
besides your credentials? (Circle number and describe) :

1. MASTER'S DEGREE (specify area)_
2. OOCTORAL DEGREE (specify area),
3.  OTHER CERTIFICATION (specify)

8.4  How familiar are you with the following laws reula'tcd to special education?

»

Degree of Fmiliarity
(Circle your answer)

. : ad
O

a) PUBLIC LAW 94 142

 {Federal Jaw: The Education © 0 §OT SOMEWHAT VERY
T o for Al Handicapped Children Act). . . FAMILIAR FAMILIAR FAMILIAR
b) Od California Master Plan NT OMEWHAT ¢ - VERY
for Special Education (AB-1250). . . .. FAMILIAR FAMILIAR FAMILIAR
N - | | \
¢) Hew California Master Plan . NOT SOMEWHAT VERY
for Special Education ($8-1870). . . . FAMILIAR FAMILIAR FAMILIAR.
) . ) >
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. 8,5  Oo you have any formal training and/or job-related experience in each of the following areas?
- Also, how skilled would you say you are in these areas? FOR EACH AREA BELOMW, INDICATE IN -
,COLUMN A WHETHER OR NOT YOU HAVE HAD ANY. FORMAL TRAINING IN THAT AREA; IN COLUMN B8 WHETHER OR
NOT YOU HAVE HAD ANY JOB-RELATED EXPERIENCE IN THAT AREA; AND IN COLUMN C TWE QEGREE OF A SKILL
YU FEEL YOU CURRENTLY HAVE IN THAT AREA. . B :

I S B B ,
K s . A .
. Formal Job-related | . Degree of skill
' ‘ - training experience ~(Circle answer)
. (Circle answer) (Gircle answer)| | *
. o . . . - . - ‘- - v N D .
a) Screening students for . n NOT | SOMEWHAT VERY
. special education. . . . s . YES MO "YES N0 . SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
“ " A . ' ' ) ' . ’ Q )
b) Processing referrais of ° A :
students for specials , NOT  SOMEWHAT VERY
education, « o s s s e o o . o YES MO YES MO SKILLED SKILLED KILLED
¢) Using tests foriasgess- >
ing the educational needs N . . : ' .
of special education’ . NOT SOMEWHAT . \ERY .
students o « ¢ o 0 0 0 00 o YE§. NO YES NO -SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
d) Using tests for assessing ‘
~ social needs of special ‘ NOT . SOMEWHAT VERY*
education students .. . . . . YES MO YES MO SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
e) Using observations for - ’ :
assessing the needs of . NOT SOMEWHAT VERY .
special education students . . YES NO YES NO SKILLED SKILLED - SKILLED -

. #j Daveloping tasts for

assessing the needs of . NOT SOMEWHAT VERY
4 special education students . . YES MO © YES N0 _SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
9) Oeveloping Individual - L ¢
Education Programs (1EP) o : . ,
, - for special education : ’ . NOT _ SOMEWHAT VERY
SEUd@NES o ¢ ¢ % 0 0 e 0 0 e YES N0 YES NO ~ SKILLED - SKILLED SKILLED .
" h) uUsing the IEP for | . NOT SOMEWHAT  VERY
instructional purposes . . . . YES - N0 YES NO - SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED
1) Instructing special : '
_education students in = L - Nt SOMEWHAT VERY
dcademic areas . « o o ¢ o oo YES NO YES N0 7 SKILLED  SKILLED SKILLED
° ° ~
3). Socially integrating .
special education stu- . NOT SOMEWHAT VERY.
dents in the classroom . . . . YES O YES NO SKILLED SKILLED SKILLED

%) Coordinating resources and ‘
services for special ' NOT SOMEWHAT . VERY
aducation students . . . . . . YES N0 YES N0 | SKILLED  SKILLED SKILLED

1) Horking with cther educa- K
tional persconnel in pro- .
viding services to special : KOT SOMEWHAT VERY
education students . « » o . « YES N0, YES NO - SKILLED SQLLED SKILLED

[ ©

m) Communicating with parents
of special education

students for whom you - : : NOT SGMEWHAT VERY
ara responsinies o o 0 0 . o o ESHD YES ND SRILLED SRILLED SKILLED
Q i ‘ .
' EMC Using observation techs , T .
ZES g e asessing o : 28" wr COMEWHAT  VERY
teacher effectiveness. . . . . YES N0 . YES MO SKILLED  CRILLED - CRILLED
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8.6 ' wWhat inservice .experience related to your work with handicapped children have you had during the ast
“year? How would you rate the overall usefuiness of that inservice? (List topics of each inservice -
¢ dwColumn A, and 1indicate usafulness of each inservice in Column 8:) »
.- VMERY m;a_ns-v‘inservica was very useful
COMEWHAT means Inservice was -somewhat useful

o - ' ' NOT means . inservice was not useful
A : : ' ... .8
. INSERVICE: . ; )
(List topic) L . N USEFULNESS OF INSERVICE
' : (Circle your answer)
VERY SOMEWHAT o wT
VERY COMEWHAT HOT
¢ VERY CSOMEWRAT. MOT
T vy | SOMEWHAT Nor
. VERY SOMEWHAT NOT
VERY SOMEWHAT - NOT
, {‘.‘—'3" : ,
8.7 what has best pg’tpa‘nd'you tq perform your current job? (Circle all answers that apply)
1. INSERVICE/MORKSHOPS ' . :
2. CONVENTIONS
3, JOURNALS 5 : . )
4, FORMAL COURSEWORK , :
5. . INFORMAL PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES
6. OTHER -
~ (specity) o

D
v -
. o
. .
o '

: 8;8 The Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing is proposing regulations on the Resource
Specialist Certdficate -of Competence. Do you basically agree or disagres with the proposed
requirements for certification? (Circle number)

1. YES . , ’ f
—‘.2. m . ‘/ :’ }
L3, I AM NOT AWARE OF NEW REQUIREMENTS = 4 L

what training and experiences would you recommend for certification?




PART C. THESE GUESTIONS ARE ABOUT YOU  (Circle Number For Each Item) - 269

el Ak . ez sex .3 ETHNICITY (Optional)
1. 25 OR YOUNGER 1. MALE - 1. AMERICAN INDIAN OR ALASKAN NATIVE
2 2wT03B o 2. FEMALE 2. ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER
3. 36 T0 45 E 3. FILIPINO - |
4. 467085 : o 4. BLACK, NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN
5. 56 OR OLDER ' . 5. HISPANIC |

6. WHITE, NOT 'OF HISPANIC ORIGIN

€.4  ARE YOU BILINGUAL? (Circle number)
1. KO '

2. YES ... . .What Languages?

_ \
c.5 Is there anything else you would er to tell us about resource specialists and program specialists
' or about the questionnaire? If S0, please use this space for that purpose.

Your contr1but‘lon to this effort is very great'ly appreciated. If you would like a summary of results,
please print your name and address on the back of the return envelope (not on this quest1onna1re)
ue will see that you get" 1t. THANK YOU. ,

¢
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© APPENDIX D. QUESTIOMNAIRES
_'.couurv DISTRICT sCHoOL CODE
K RESPONDENT CODE

: :;-,zs‘_'caoci. -»esu'so--ét* ﬁusémmm :

' for the ' o
California State Department of Education

. and Resource Specialists under: the.
Chlifornia Master Plan for Specia1 Education

- ,a -
LY .»f R ,-:;. B B
[

15Return within two weeks to'

” ¢ Study of Role.Delineation of Program Speciali;fé ,

Resource and Program Specialist Study .

Graduate School of Education

University of California, Santa Barbara .

Santa Barbara, California‘ 93106
(805) 961-4151 :
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION

b

The California Master Plan for Special Education is a state
law (SB 1870) which describes a comprehensive approach to
providing special education and services to individuals with
exceptional needs (IWENs). IWENs are those pupils who have been
identified as learning, communicatively, physically or severely
handicdpped and who cannot be educated in the regular classroom
without special assistance. Two new roles which have been added
to the school system as part of this Master Plan are the Resource
Specialist and the Program Specialist.

The Resource Specialist is supposed to provide instruction
and services to pupils who are assigned to regular classroom
teachers for a majority of the school day. 1In addition, the
Resource Specialist is supposed to provide consultation, resource

information, and assistance to parents and regular staff
members. . . . : :

;The Program Specialist ts supposed to provide consultation,
coordination, statt development, and assessment of program
effectiveness for the special education services provided to
IWENS. N

[

g

The present study is an examination of the roles and
functioning of Program and Resource-Specialists. Please answer
all questions as accurately as possible. If you find a question
that you cannot answer and there i$ no “Don't know" category,
please record a *NA* (Not Applicable) beside the question. Feel
free to write in any pertinant information.

Most questions have efther numbers for you to circle or
1ines where an answer is to be written. We estimate that it
should take about 30 minutes to complete the form. We recognize
that this is a long questionnaire, but we are trying to get a
comprehensive description of the work and training of program and
resource specialists.

Please complete and return the questionnaire within two
weeks. You may return the completed form in the postage paid
énvelope provided. If you have any questions please call
collect either Ruth Peck at (805) 961-4452 or Maurine Ballard at
IEUS, §61‘41510~ -

Thank you. We appreciate your participation.




Al

A'z

{a)

{b)

{d)

(e)

(f)
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PART A, gg% CR%%:IGNS IN THIS SECTION ARE ABOUT YOUR PROFESSIONAL CONTACT WITH PEOPLE IN SPECIAL

How frequently are you in professional contact with handicapped students and special education
personnel other than Program and Resource Specialists? ”

means NEVER - you have no contact whatscever

means RARELY - you have contact 15 times per year °
means OCCASIONALLY - you have contact 1-2 times per month
means FREQUENTLY - you have contact 1-2 times per week
means DAILY « you have more or less daily contact

,
i
i

QMoo

FREQUENCY OF CONTACT
(Circle Your Answer)

a) LEARNING, COMMUNICATIVELY,
PHYSICALLY, AND/OR SEVERELY
HMDICAPPED STUDE“TS e o o s e 0 o » “ A R 0 F 1“ D

b) SPECIAL EDUCATIOM PERSOMNEL OTHER
THAN PROGRAM AND RESQURCE ‘
MI&!STS [ . L] . * e * & o 0 * o N R 0 F D

What is the nature of your contact with Program and Resource Specialists? FOR EACH AREA LISTED BELOW

PLEASE INDICATE IN COLUMN A THE AVERAGE FREQUENCY OF YOUR CONTACT IN THAT AREA WITH PROGRAM
SPECIALISTS. IN COLUM B INDICATE THE AVERAGE FREQUENCY OF CONTACT WITH RESOURCE SPECIALISTS.

t‘ooN

N -means NEVER - you have no contact whatsoever
R mesns RARELY = you have contact 1«5 times per year
0 means OCCASIONALLY - you have contact 1-2 times per month
F means FREQUENTLY - you have contact 1-2 times per week
0 means DAILY - you have more or Tess daily CONTACT
A B
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT FREQUENCY OF CONTACT
WITH PROGRAM WITH RESOURCE
SPECIALTSTS SPECIALTISIS
(CTrcle Your Answer) {Clrcle Your Answer)
REFERRAL: *! have contact with the specialist :
. - when students are being referred ,
for special education programs®., . . . N R 0 F 0 N R 0 F 1}
ASSESSMENT: “I have contact with the special- 2
1ist when assessment instruments
and techniques are seiected,
developed, and/or utilized®, . ... . N R 0 F 0 N R 0 F 1]
J  INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING: “1 have contact with
. the specialist when instructional
plans (e.g.,IEP's) are developed*. . N R O F D N R 0O F D
PLACEMENT: *I have contact with the specialist ’
when students are being placed in ’
special education programs®. . . . . . N R 0 F D N R g F D
INSTRUCTION: “I have contact with the special=
11st when instructional methods,
strategies, and/or materials for
special education students are
being implemented® . . . o . ¢ .. N R O F 1} NoOR s 1]
REVIEW: "0 have contact with the specialist
when student progress and/or .
speciail programs are being . ’
r!v“»md..ooioooﬁ.eo"o¢u R 0_{? 0 N R @ F D




' PART B. THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE CONCERNED WITH YOUR VIEWS ON THE HORK OF PROGRAM SPECIALISTS AND -
RESOURCE SPECIALISTS.. . . . . . - . A S TR SR A

Given your understanding of -the work of typical Program. Specialists and Resource Specialists,.please -

answer the following questions, using Coluum.A for responses concerning Program Specialists and Column B
-for Resource Specialists. (If you are unfamiliar with the work of either of these specialists use the -

+ “gK“. column for your answers for that specialist.) . '

8.1 How much responsibility does each specialist have for the delivery of services to handicapped
' 'students in each of the followirg specific areas? - :

" NO' means Specialist has no responsibility
SOME -means Specialist has some responsibility

MAJOR means Specialist has major respansibility
FULL means Specialist has full responsibility
0K means DJon't know : '

_ A I . v 3)‘/

EXTENT OF RESPONSIBILITY | EXTENT OF RESPONSIBILITY

(Circle Your Answers For (Circle Your Answers For | . S

-Program Specialist) o - Resource Ecialist)_’ o

a) Referral N0 SOME 'w'on' FULL K N0 SOME  MAJOR vi‘:"uu. L L
. b) Assessment N0 SOME MAR - FULL X O SOME  MAJOR EULL 0K
" e) "Inst‘:‘ruct'ionﬂ Planning N0 SOME MAJIR  FULL DK NO SOME MAJOR "FU,LL X
d) Placement MO SOME- MAJR- FULL DK N0 SME MAMR FULL 0K
&) Instruction NO SOME MAJR FULL DK MO SHME MAJR -FULL DK
f) Student Review NO SOME MAJR CFULL  OK N0 SOME MAJOR FULL K

'g)A Overall Management o - ) : '

" of a Student's Case - N0 SOME  MAJR FULL DK X

NO SOME MAJOR  FULL

'8.2 ] you fesl each sbeﬁﬁlist‘s i'ole and fesmnsibﬂnnus are distinctly different from, averlap with
or are identical with the roles of other personnel? T

DIFFERENT means specialist has distinctly different roles and responsibilities
OVERLAP means specialist has overl %gm ng roles and responsibilities ‘
. IDENTICAL means specialist has Tdentica)l roles and responsibilities
DK means Don'tkiow T o

A 8
ROLE RELATIONSHIPS . | - ROLE RELATIONSHIPS
(Circie Your Answer for (Circle Your Answer for
~ Program SgeciaHst) Resource Specialist)
. a) DESIGNATED INSTRUCTION AND | , L =
" SERVICES INSTRUCTORS DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL OK DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK
b) PRINCIPALS/ © DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL OK
VICE PRINCIPALS , - ’ o - B S
¢) PROGRAM SPECIALISTS  DOIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL OK  DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL 0K
d) REGULAR CLASS TEACHERS DIFFERENT .OVERLAP IDENTICAL 0K * DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL OK
‘«) RESOURCE SPECIALISTS DIFFERENT OVERLAP ~IDENTICAL 0K DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK
£} SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL 0K DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL 0K
a) SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS DIFFERENT OVERLAP [DENTICAL OK DIFFERENT OVERLAR IDENTICAL OK
[ R SPECIAL EDUCATION DIFFERENT OVERLAP IDENTICAL OK DIFFERENT - OVERLAP IDENTICAL DK

e ADMINISTRATORS : |

2a: « | *
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8.3 To what axtent do you think each spezialists role and regponsibilitias contlict with the roles of
ather percgnnal. i

L0 means on rolé confiict | —
SOHE  means v role conflict oo
“'ﬁt means muca raie conflict [

£ meang sxtreme vole confifct
means Gon’t kAGW \

A ]
~ DEGREE GF 20LE CONFLICT L""”EE OF ROLE COIAFLIET
(Cirele Your Answer for (Circim Your Angswsr for
Progean Cpactalist) | pessurce Speedalist)
3) OESIGHATED Ef@STPUETiUN AND - ) . o
SERVICES INSTRUSTORS MO GOME MUGH CXTREME X O ""WE SUCH  EXTHEME €K
b) PEINCIPALS/VICE PRINCIPALS d9 0 COME  MUEH EXTREME OF f0  COME  MUCH  EXTREMS X
c) [POGRAM SPECIALISTS : G0 COME MUCH EXTREHE Bk NQ COME  sMUCH  EMIDENE X
d) REGULAR CLASS TEACHERS WO COME MUCH EXTREME 0K 50 ZOME ) MuoH  EXTRSME 02
&) RESOUPECE SPECIALISTS HO  COME MUCH EXTREME OK By SOME Lf*‘lﬂ CAragHE €K
f) (‘CEnL'@L“ CHOLCGISTS NO COME e EXTREME DK N0 CeME MUCH  EXFREME CX
g} CPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS W3 OSOME  MHNCH  EXTRENE UK NG SOME MUCH  CXTREME  EK
k) SPECIAL ECUCATEO ) ) -
ADALNISTAATCRS %0 COME IMcH EXTREME OK NO CSOMS MUCH EITREME EK

8.4 How affective, in general, do you think sach specialist s in providing needed services to each of the

fatlcwing? )
| U
LOT means rot effective
SOHEWHAT means Scmennat effoctive
GUITE maans guite erfactive
EXTREMELY medns extremely erfective
0% means Uonlt know
A g
BEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS DFWSE GF f—kr(jﬁp"sz‘ 55

{Circle Your Answér
For Pragran Specialist)

CTIBN 490
25 HOT COMENEAT QUITE EXTREMELY (K ol

a) OSSIGHATED INSTRY
SEBVICES IHSTRUETC

i (]a: EATRENELY B4

b) UANOICAPPZD STUBSHTS HOT COMEWHAT QUITE GWTREMELY 0K KO cuEdsT QUUTE ERTRBIELY O
¢y BSDENTS NOT COMEWSST GUITE EXTREMELY 0% T COMEAHAT b
4} DRINCIOALS/VIEE "

SRINCTPALS NOT COMEMMST AUITE CCTREMELY GX NOT SONsY GUITE COTIEMELY G
o) DIGIA SPECIALISTS HOT COMOWHAAT QUITE GNTHEMELY OH GIT COWIMT OHITE ExbUELy 0

Fl AEGHLAR GLASS

TEACHERS NOT  COMSWHAY  @HITE Ok HOT  COMENRAT  QUETE
g) HESBUSLE CPECTALISTS HOT  SCASHHAT  QUITE 7.8 WOT  SOMSUHRAT  QuITE
W) CCHOOL POYCHOLGSISTS SOF . COMEWHAT  GUITE  EXTREMELY CX HOT nuETe
§) IPECIAL CLASS '
IRCHERS MOT  CONVIHAT  GUITE £x ey aivE
3y vy e VRN DOLE WITE € AUTTE ,
5 _F Vi

s

anietcd Lath Coluan A
B Tnank  you.

ERIC — f 0.y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




PART .1  THIS SECTION CONTAINS A 'NUMBER OF STATEMENTS ABOUT SELECTED ASPECTS OF THE WORK OF 275
PROGRAM CPECIALISTS. o

How do vou feel about each of the following statements concerning the work of Program Specialists?
CIRCLE THE ANSWER WHICH BEST REPRECENTS YOUR OPINION. -

SA means you strongly agree

A means you somewhat agree _

4 means neutral - jou neither agree or disagree
0 means you somewhat disagree

SO means you strongly disagree

DK means you don't know

i. Program Specialists introduce innqvaﬁve methods and approaches. . SA A N D S0 K

2s Pfogrm Specialists demonstrate adequate Teadership for personnel cA A N B SO K
invoived in Special Education Programs.

3. Program Specialists provide services more efficiently than SA A N DB S oK
other special education personnel. ‘

4, Program Specialists provide useful input in the development of SA A N D S0 ™
Individuailized Education Programs (IEP) for students.

5. Progran Specialists play a beneficial roie in providing appropriate SA A N D 9O X
educational services to handicapped students.

6. Program Specialists effectively coordinate those programs for SA A N D 9D &
which they are responsible. :

7. Program Specialists currently have sufficient authority to perform SA A N D S X
their duties.

8. Program Specialists emphasize services which Resource Specialists SA A N D pot1 I 4
do not have time or opportunity to provide,

9. Program Specialists would do a better job 1f they had smaller SA A N D S X
caseloads.

10, Program Specialists are a valuable resource for teachers SA A N 0 SB W

and other school personnel.

11, Program Specialists are effective in abserving, consuiting with SA A N 1] SO K
and assisting Resource Specialists, Designated Instruction and
Services Instructors, and Special class teachers.

12. Program Specialists spend adequate time in cvaiuatimf effectiveness SA A KN D SO ™
of programs for handicapped students.

13. Program Specialists are effective in planning progrims, for SA A N 0O 9 X
handicapped students.

14. Program Specialists have enough time to perform their duties. SA A N D oK

15, Program Specialists should all become school superintendents SA A N 0 S W
i they do & good job.

16, Program Specialists effectively coordinate curricylar rescurces SA A N D SD DK
for use with handicapped students. )

17. Program Cpecialists provide sufffcient inservice to keep staff A A KN D S0 0K
ypdated on educational changes.

18, Program Specialists are effective in assuring that students have A A N 0 9% &
#3411 educational opportunity regardiess of district of residence.

19. Program Specialists are given inadequate support from other $chool SA A N DO S0 OK

. parsonnei to perform their duties.

20. Program Specialists should be advocates for the educational rights SA A N D S0 DK
of handicapped students.

21.  Program Specfalists effectively provide leadershio on the SA A N 0 SO BK
Educational Assessment Service (EAS) team, ~

22. Program Specialists are needed for the successful implementation of & A N D SO oK
the Master Plan,

23, The work of Program Speciaidists results in the improved school & A N 0 SD oK
performance of nandicapped students.
Program Specialists are effective in insuring that handicapped <4 A N U ook

styoents are placed in the requiar classroom whenever possible.
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PART G, THIS SECTION CONTAINS A NUMBER OF CTATEMENTS ABOUT SELECTED ASPECTS OF THE WORK CF

RECQURCE SPECIALISTS. L
Hew do you feel about each of the f@‘i?@W'xnug"' sta;;ements concerning the work of Resource Specialists?
CIRCLE THE ANSWER WHICH BEST REPRESENTS YOUR OPINION.
SA means you strongly agree
A means you somewhat agree
N means peutral - you neither agree or disagree
D means vou somewhat disagres )
SO means you strongly disagree
Ok means Jou Gon'f know
1.7 Resource Specialists are sffective in improving educational SA A N 3] f5i1] K
perfarmance of handicapped students, .
2. Resource Specialists provide services more efficiently than SA A N 0 ¢ oK
other Special eduycation personnel.
3. Resource Specialists provide valuable input in the development A A N O S X
of lndividualized Education Programs ({EP) for students.
4. Resource Specialists are effective in keeping teachers up to date SA A N Sb oK
on curriculum innovations.
5. Resource Specialists provide helpful consultation, resource infor SA A N D S0 ™
mation and materidls to parents.
6. Resource Speci;"ﬂists have sufficient kmiéﬂge and experience in SA° A K 0 S0 &
assisting students and/or parents.
7. Resource Specialists provide services wmch‘i:;\ regular classroom SA A N .D - 9D &
teachers do not have time or opportunity to provide.
8. Resource Specialists would do a better job if they had smaller SA A N D SB X
caseloads.
9. fesource Specialists are a vaiuable resource for regular staff SA A N 0 SO K
members . e ‘e
10. Resource Specialists provide useful information to handicapped SA A N D S X
students and their parents regarding instructional prigrams.
11, Resource Specialists effectively coordinate the special education SA A N D SO X
services for handicapped students. :
12. Resource Speéiulists provide services which reguiar classroom SA A N 0 S X
teachers do not know how to provide.,
13,  Resource Sbecia‘lists have enough time to perform their duties. SA A N 0 1] 8. 4
14, Resource Sbgqa‘lis’cs make useful revisions of IEPS. ‘ SA A N 1] 511 S 4
18, Resource ﬁiéﬂaﬂsts make it easier for rejular classroom teachers A A K D S0 W
to work with their bankers,

16. Aesource Specialists are needed for the successful impiementation A A N D SO K
of the Master Plan, "

17. Rescurce Specialists should only work with students who are placed SSA A N D ST 4
in special education programs, “

18, FResource Specialists are given inadequate support from other school SA A N D 9B &K
personnel to perform their duties. ,

19. Resource Specialists reguiarly make valid assessments of student SA A N D S8
progress.

20, Resource Specialists have sufficient understanding of the problems SA A 8 0O SO K
of requiar classroom teachers,

21, Resource Speciaiists do not spend enough time in direct instruction sa A N D S0
with students.

32, Resource Specialists provide effective instruction and services for SA A N B B EK
hangicapped students,

23, Resource Specialists éffectively refer students wno do not make A A ] S0 oK
progress to the [EP team, g
Resource Jpeciaiists are sffective in insuring that handicapped 4 A N D W K
students are placed in the reqguiar classroom whenever possibie, YiTe

- "o
b ‘
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PART D. THESE QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT YOU AND YGUR PRESENT POSITION. ’

5.1 What is your present job title?

8.2 Age 0.3 SEX 0.4 ETHNICITY (Optional}
1. 25 OR YOUNGER 1. MALE 1. AMERICAN INDIAN OR ALASKAN NATIVE
2, 267035 2. FEMALE 2. ASIAN QR PACIFIC ISLANDER
3. 3670 45 . 3. FILIPINO
4. 46 7O 55 4, BLACK, NOT OF HISPANIC QRIGIN
5. 56 OR OLDER §. HISPANIC

6. WHITE, NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN

0.5 How familiar are you with the.following laws related to special education?

DEGREE OF FAMILIARITY
{circle your inswer}

a) PUBLIC LAW 94-142 o
{Federal law: The Education for T SOMEWHAT ~ VERY
ANl Handicapped Children ACt]..ccocceosasceconnanns FAMILIAR  FAMILIAR  FAMILIAR

b) 01d California Master Plan NOT  SOMEWHAT  VERY
for Special Education (AB=1250)....ccecveccocscncs . FAMILIAR  FABMILIAR  FAMILIAR

¢) New California Master Plan NOT SOMEWHAT  VERY
for Special Education {SB=1870)cesccocccrcasesnrcce FAMILIAR FAMILIAR FAMILIAR

0.6 18 there anything else you would like to tell us about program specialists and resource
specialists or about the questiomnaire? If so, please use this space for that purpose.

Your contribution to this effort is very greatly appreciated. If you would Tike a susmary of
results, please print your name and address on the back of the return envelope (not on this
questionnaire). wWe will see that you get it. THANK Y0U.
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APPENDIX E CASE STUDY INTERVIEW SCHEDULES

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS "
PROGRAM SPECIALISTS/RESOURCE SPECIALT
|
4
Explain study as descriptive- tiving to understand roles
not evaluative l

Length of time of interview ! | g
acknowledge will duplicate guestionnaire-- in depth part 7

A v

Thank for sparing time/awave of teaching constraints with time

Inconvenience of being observed

Results-- sign back of guestionnaire

Confidentiality / taping

A Activities

How_lang

have you been working in your présent position?

2) What other related work experiences have you had?

3) What:is your educational training that re ﬂate to your
present position? \

a) WWat other experiences such as internships/inservice
tra nnng have you had that relates to your present

position?
4) What is your work assignment (i.e., assigned t@ one/inore
than one schools responsible for aﬂ SH classes, etc.)?
5) Basc ibe your activities as a RS./P.S.

Please include the pexaentaqe of ti e invelved as you
deseribe the activities as wenu as who you interact with
R H@w d@ VOU fL ﬂ CIUOLHJ t (”‘“““*“‘"“"3

Probess
a) recipient of services
b) persons responsible for delivering services to child If

they are net

¢) persons with whem t
e

ey coordinate in delivering sery i ice
(e.d., Resource aides;

regular classroom teacher; et )

h
S

d) Program Spcialists: De you have any responsibilities for

2uy
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children placed in non=public settings? If so, what ave they
and how much time does this take?

e) What ave your contacts with the R, S/P.S.7

B. Job Defini t ion

1) MNow that you have told me what you do, can you tell me what
thic looks like as compared to your job deseription?

a) What Is this description based upon? .

\

b) What ave the factors that cause any differences?

¢) To whom are you accountable?

d) What instruction are vou given in your woirk?

e) What things do ycu determine on your own {i.e. districts
you 30?L ing ehildren/classrooms you aare invelved with,
ete.

) Are your activities simi ﬂaw to /or_different from others -
in this dnﬁtv“ct who do this job?

Coe Efficiency

1) Even in the best of cﬁfcumstan@esg probleis do emerge. What
are some of the problems that you encounter in your work that

inhibit effnc%emcy or keep you trom spending your time in the
best way?

2) Are there times when your work overlaps with what others are
doing? (if so, explain)

3) wWhat do you do that is different from wht others do? (In what
way is your role dntt netivet)

D. Effectivenes

n what areas of your wovrk do you see yourself ag most
3

etfective’ (least effective?)

=2
e
=%

2) If you feel that you are less effect vu than you'd Tlike to
be, what are some of the barriers/problems you encounter?

3) How Satngﬁn_g_ave you with your work? (what are the most/
least satisyving aspects?)

£. Useful Experiences/Training for Present Position

1) In your beginning years as a P.S/R.S. what aspects of your

Juts




2)

3)

4)

) 281

‘training or experience did you find most uséfu1 (least useful)?

y
k)

What additional training/help would you 11ke&to be getting now
that you have been on the job years? ‘

X

. . . Voo e
What recommendations would you make in regards to training and
experience to someone who is going into your field?

Are you aware that changes are occuring in thekcertification
requirements for Resource Specialists? What do you think of this?

Recommended¢6hanges

1)

2)

What changes would you like to see in your work as a P.S./R.S.?
Why?

What changes do you think should be made in order that the
needs of IWENS are better served?

k|

30§
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS -- Other School Personnel

Thank you for taking time out to be interviewed

Explanation of study: to attempt to understand how the R.S./P.S.

. function in their jobs (e.g. what they do;
who they have contact with; how they and
others feel about their work, etc.) it is
not evaluative :

Name of their Program Specialist:

Taping/Confidentiality

Length of interview: 30-40 min.

Results of study can be agotten by indicating it on back of
questionnaire :

1. Have you had any contact with a Resource (Program) Specialist?
2. Can you tell me how this person functions in your school?

3. What services/contact have you had with the Resource (Program)
Specialist? .

4. Are you satisfied with how the Resource (Program) Specialist

“ functions? (any services not performed which you think they

should?; any services presently performed which are unnecess
~ suggestions for changes in way services are provided)

5. Has the introduction o?'these new positions changed the way in
which services are being delivered to children with exceptional
needs? , :

6. Do you think the,néeds of children with exceptional needs would be
served as well without these positions?

7. Do you think that other personnel could provide the same services?

8. (To Principal) How has this new role changed your workload/
responsibilities? ~ ‘ A )




